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The Incarnation 1 


1 Introduction 


The doctrine of the Incarnation is the teaching that Jesus Christ, the human 
crucified under Pontius Pilate, was truly God, one person of the Blessed Trinity. 
That doctrine, affirmed by the orthodox statements of faith from the early church 
through the later Catholic, Orthodox, and Protestant doctrinal statements, teaches 
that this person, while truly God, became truly human, a human like other humans 
in all ways except sin, for the sake of saving humans from their sins and bringing 
them to perfect union with God. This doctrine is a fundamental part of any 
traditional Christian teaching — if it is false, so is traditional Christianity. 

While we may have become accustomed to it, the doctrine of the Incarnation 
is a shocking claim. How could God become human? How could one person be 
two seemingly incompatible types of things at the same time? If God is 
conceptualized in the traditional sense as immutable, impassible, and simple, 
how could such a person become changeable, affectable, and complex, as all 
humans are? And why? Why would God do such a thing as to become human? 


1.1 Methodology 


The Incarnation has been analyzed from multiple perspectives. For instance, do 
the Christian Scriptures imply that Jesus is true God, one in being with the 
Father?! Does the historical record give justification for belief in the existence 
of the flesh-and-blood human named “Jesus,” son of Mary? Do the early 
theologians affirm the doctrine? And so on. All of these scriptural and historical 
questions are worthy of analysis. This short Element, situated as it is in a series 
on the philosophy of religion, does not address these questions. Rather, it 
focuses on the philosophical questions surrounding the doctrine. Such philo- 
sophical analysis no doubt assumes some findings of these other methods of 
assessment. For instance, it assumes, for the sake of argument, that the human, 
Jesus, did exist.’ But it does not and could not, given length constraints, 
responsibly enter into the other discussions. 

While this Element focuses exclusively on the philosophical questions con- 
cerning the Incarnation, its work cannot be done in a historical vacuum. The 
doctrine of the Incarnation was formulated in a series of ecumenical councils — 
the context of the statements of those councils must be taken into account to 
understand the meaning they had for those speakers. This Element makes 


' The biblical justification for the doctrine of the Incarnation is vitally important. This Element is 
not the place to enter into that vast literature. It is impossible to provide a brief set of paradigmatic 
references to the ocean of literature on the biblical case for the doctrine of the Incarnation. 
I suggest the reader start with Bird et al. (2014), Loke (2019), and Tilling (2015) and follow the 
footnotes into the wider literature. 

2 For scholarship on the historical case for the existence of Jesus, see Ehrman (2013). 
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frequent reference to the doctrinal statements of these councils concerning the 
Incarnation. 

Many of the philosophers who have considered the philosophical questions 
concerning the Incarnation have done so from a specific heritage. For instance, 
many who believe in the Incarnation would be reluctant to affirm something that 
contradicts the teachings of the ecumenical Council of Chalcedon in AD 451. 
Likewise, many who object to the Incarnation want their objections to target the 
traditional teaching and would see it as a misfire if their objections showed that 
a view of the Incarnation not held by anyone in Christian history is incoherent. 
For this reason, this Element notes whether a certain line of philosophical 
thought is precluded by the orthodox statements concerning the Incarnation. 
Throughout I make use of the excellent translation edited by Norman Tanner 
(1990), Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils. In the hopes of providing some 
evidence that I have not interpreted these texts in a nontraditional manner, I have 
sought out and received a Nihil Obstat and Imprimatur on this Element from my 
local Catholic diocese, the Diocese of Saint Paul and Minneapolis. 

A note on language: the word “orthodox” is often used as a term of praise, 
and its contrary, “nonorthodox” or “heretical,” is often used as a term of 
derision. In this work, “orthodox” is stripped of such resonance, and I make 
no use of “heretical” at all. (Here I’ve mentioned it twice.*) As I use the term, 
orthodox teaching is that which is endorsed in the earliest seven ecumenical 
councils, and a proposition is “nonorthodox” when it is proscribed by those 
same councils. The reader will see that these definitions leave a large middle 
ground: things neither taught nor proscribed by those councils, for instance, 
the claim that Christ knew English. There is debate about what ought to count 
as orthodox. I have no room here to enter into that debate. I stipulate instead 
a meaning that I think finds consensus throughout the history of Christian 
thought. 

This Element presents the Christology promulgated by the first seven ecu- 
menical councils of Christianity: the First Council of Nicaea in 325, the First 
Council of Constantinople in 381, the Council of Ephesus in 431, the Council of 
Chalcedon in 451, the Second Council of Constantinople in 553, the Third 
Council of Constantinople in 680—681, and the Second Council of Nicaea in 
787. I refer to the Christology of these councils as Conciliar Christology. 

A final point about method: this Element speaks in a factive voice, as if the 
Incarnation in fact occurred. Appending “according to Conciliar Christology” 
or the like to each sentence would be tiresome for both author and reader. The 
reader who does not affirm the Incarnation and who finds such factive 


3 For helpful reflection on the concepts of “orthodoxy” and “heresy,” see Stump (1999). 
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presentation unpalatable ought to treat the remainder of this Element as resting 
on an assumption made for the sake of argument. Assume that the world is as the 
Christians have believed, and that there was an Incarnation. In fact, we don’t 
even need so strong an assumption. We can simply assume the possible truth of 
the doctrine and still let this Element do its work. 


1.2 What the Doctrine of the Incarnation Says 


The teachings of Conciliar Christology can be organized under five topical 
headings: the person of Christ, the divine nature of Christ, the human nature of 
Christ, the union between the two natures (1.e., the Aypostatic union), and the 
activities of the God-man, Jesus Christ. In this Introduction, I offer an initial 
comment about conciliar teaching on these five topics. 

To the first point: Jesus Christ is one person, the Second Person of the Trinity, 
referred to also as “the Son” and “the Word.” There are not two persons in the 
Incarnation, one divine and the other human. Rather, there is one person who is 
both truly divine and truly human because this one person had and has two 
distinct natures. 

To the second point: one of those natures was the one and only divine nature, 
which Jesus possessed with and no less than the Father and the Holy Spirit. God 
the Son made human, Jesus, was immutable and impassible in virtue of the 
divine nature. His incarnation in no sense diminished his possession of that 
divine nature. 

To the third point: the other nature was a human nature that the Son took up 
into himself in the Incarnation (the technical term is assumed). In virtue of this 
human nature Christ was like us in all ways, sin alone excluded. 

To the fourth point: these two natures were united in a unique manner. This 
union is traditionally referred to as the hypostatic union. It is hypostatic, insofar 
as the union occurs in the person of the Son, and person, as we see in Section 
2.2, is a species of the genus, hypostasis. It is this hypostatic union between the 
natures that allows for the Communication of Idioms (Communicatio 
Idiomatum), the true description of the one person using a subject term drawn 
from one nature and a predicate term drawn from another. To give a common 
example, Paul says in | Corinthians 2:8 that the leaders of the world crucified 
the Lord of glory. Here the “Lord of glory” (a term correct of Christ in virtue of 
his divinity) is “crucified” (a term correct of Christ in virtue of his humanity). 

To the fifth point: Christ died, rose from the dead, and ascended into heaven. 
He willed. He knew. Many questions arise from such observations. How can it 
be that God dies? Did he will evil? Could he have willed evil? Could he have 
been tempted? Could he have been mistaken? 
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1.3 The Main Metaphysical Problem 


Predicating terms of one and the same person drawn from two different natures 
leads to difficulties, as the councils themselves make evident. The traditional 
documents of Christianity assert both classical theistic attributes of Christ (e.g., 
impassible, immutable) and also mundane human attributes (e.g., suffered, 
changed). Sometimes, as we see in Section 7.1, they predicate both apparently 
contradictory predicates of Christ in the very same sentence! 

It is these apparent contradictions in attributes that lead to what has been 
called the Fundamental Philosophical Problem of the Incarnation (see Cross 
2011, 453). How could one person be both God and human? For to be truly God, 
that person would have to be eternal, omnipotent, omniscient, immutable, 
impassible, and all the rest. But to be truly human, that person would have to 
be temporal, weak in some ways, ignorant of some facts, able to change, able to 
be affected, and so on. And nothing can be both eternal and temporal, or 
omnipotent and weak, or ... And so nothing can be both God and human. 
Thus, Christ is not both God and human, and so the doctrine of the Incarnation is 
false. 

The Fundamental Philosophical Problem is the most important philosophical 
objection to the doctrine of the Incarnation. But to answer an objection to 
a doctrine properly, one must know what the doctrine says, which is why this 
objection comes at the end of this Element, after explaining the doctrine.* 


1.4 The Shape of Things to Come 


This Element is composed of eight sections. The Introduction, now concluding, 
discusses the methods I employ and offers some caveats. For instance, the 
method is analytic, with attention paid to the traditional formulations of the 
doctrine. The caveats include the claim that this Element does not assess biblical 
or historical evidence for or against the doctrine. 

Section 2, on the person of Christ, addresses the definitions of the key terms, 
“hypostasis” and “person,” the names of the person (e.g., Logos, Son), and the 
divine status of the person. Section 3, on the divinity of Christ, discusses the 
divine nature and its attributes from two perspectives: the traditional view and 
the kenotic view. Section 4, on the humanity of Christ, considers human nature 
itself, whether it is concrete or abstract, whether it is composed of parts and if so 
how many, whether it has a will and a mind, whether it is a person in its own 


* This Element focuses on the metaphysics of the Incarnation. Those interested in the atoning work 
of the Incarnation should see Stump (2019) and, in this same Elements series, Craig (2018). For 
discussion of epistemic questions concerning the acceptance of doctrine, including the 
Incarnation, see McNabb (2018) from this same Elements series. 
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right, whether it is fallen or unfallen, and the weaknesses or infirmities it has. 
Section 5, on the hypostatic union, discusses whether the union can be fully 
analyzed philosophically, what features it has of itself (e.g., is it created?), and 
what we can say of the Communication of Idioms from the natures to the person, 
in light of the union. Section 6 focuses on the activities of Christ, including his 
will (Was it free? Could he sin?), his knowledge (Was he mistaken?), his death, 
and his descent into hell. Section 7 discusses the main philosophical objection, 
which is that anything divine must have certain predications true of it, but 
nothing human can have those predications true of it; thus, Christ couldn’t be 
both divine and human, contrary to the orthodox doctrine. The last section is 
both more complex and longer than the previous sections, insofar as it takes up 
many of the extant responses to the problem, some of which are quite technical. 


2 The Person 


The traditional doctrine of the Trinity teaches both that there is only one God 
and that there are three divine persons: the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 
Only one of these three persons, the Son, became incarnate. This Element 
focuses exclusively on the Second Person of the Trinity, the one who, according 
to Scripture and council, became human. 

The focus on this person should begin at the outset with a discussion con- 
cerning the term “person.” Once the traditional meaning of that term is clarified, 
I discuss the terms used to name that person, as confusion on those terms can 
spell havoc for our conceptual clarity in these discussions. 


2.1 The Definitions of the Terms “Hypostasis” and “Person” 


Jesus Christ is referred to as both a person and a hypostasis in the conciliar texts. 
To give just one example, as Cyril says in his third letter to Nestorius, accepted 
at the Council of Ephesus, 


Why should he who submitted himself to voluntary self-emptying for our 
sake, reject expressions that are suitable for such self-emptying? All the 
expressions, therefore, that occur in the gospels are to be referred to one 
person, the one enfleshed hypostasis of the Word. For there is one Lord Jesus 
Christ, according to the scriptures. (Tanner 1990, 56) 


What, though, is meant by these terms, “hypostasis” and “person,” such that 
Christ counts as exactly one hypostasis and exactly one person? 

Elsewhere (Pawl 2016d, 32), I have followed the work of Marilyn McCord 
Adams (2005, 37) and Alfred Freddoso (1986, 49) in analyzing the term “hypos- 
tasis” (in the Latin translation, “supposit”), following the Medievals, to mean: 
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Supposit X is a supposit (hypostasis) if and only if x is 

(Hypostasis) a complete being, incommunicable by identity, 
not apt to inhere in anything, and not sustained by 
anything. 


The first clause of the right side of the biconditional is intended to preclude parts of 
supposits from being supposits themselves — my hand is not itself a supposit, to use 
Aquinas’s example (ST III q.16 a.12 ad.2).° Wholes, not parts of wholes, are 
supposits. The second clause is included for technical Trinitarian reasons. In 
brief, the question arose whether the divine nature itself is a hypostasis, in addition 
to the three divine persons. The answer had to be “no” for traditional Christianity, 
since there are only three, not four, persons. This second clause is meant to 
safeguard that “no” answer. To be communicable by identity is for the very same 
thing to be both had by one thing and given to another without the former ceasing to 
have it. Things that are communicable in such a manner aren’t themselves suppo- 
sits. The third clause is meant to preclude anything accidental from counting as 
a hypostasis. This was a worry, since some views of the Eucharist claim that 
accidental forms could exist without inhering in substances.° Such non-inhering 
accidents are not supposits in their own right. The fourth is most relevant to our 
purposes. The Medievals intended the notion of being “sustained” here to preclude 
the human nature of Christ, which is sustained by the person, from itself counting as 
a hypostasis.’ That human nature exists in the Word, depending on the Word for its 
existence. Things that depend upon others in the way that the human nature 
depends upon the person are not supposits in their own right. One can find similar 
understandings of hypostasis throughout the Christian tradition.” 

With this notion of hypostasis in hand, forming a notion of personhood is an 
easy matter. A person, on the traditional understanding of the term, is 
a hypostasis that has a rational nature.'° All supposits have some nature or 
other. Dogs have their own natures, slugs have their own, humans have their 


u 


This citation ought to be read: Aquinas’s Summa Theologica, third part, question 16, article 12, 
response to objection 2. 
© For discussion of this point, see Pawl (2012). 
7 See also de Aldama and Solano (2014, 42-53) on this point. 
8 Tt is true that, in another sense, everything created is sustained in existence by God on the 
traditional Christian view. That is a different sense of the term “sustained.” The Medievals were 
not saying that nothing created is a supposit. 
See, for instance, Carlson (2012, 129, 259), Geddes (1911), Gorman (2000b; 2017, chap. 1), 
John of Damascus (1958, 20, 56), Pohle (1911, 222), Rebenich (2002, 73), Salano and de 
Aldama (2014, 42-43), and Tanner (2001, 32). 
To see other discussions of this traditional conception of “person”, see Adams (2005, 23-24), 
Aquinas (2012, 13), Carlson (2012, 204), Cupitt (1977, 135), Ferrier (1962, 81), Flint (2012, 
189), Geddes (1911), Gorman (2011, 430), Lonergan (2016, 387-389), Pawl (2016d, 32-33; 
2019b, 22), Pohle (1911, 224), Sturch (1991, 269-274), Turcescu (2005), Twombly (2015, 
57-60), Wesche (1997, 95, 126), and C.J.F. Williams (1968, 517). 


o 
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own, etc. But only some of those natures are rational. And so only some 
supposits count as persons. 

Interestingly and importantly, the notion of person used in these discus- 
sions is not a modern notion of personhood, called by some in the debate 
a Lockean notion of personhood (Cf. Pohle 1911, 226). Such a notion has it 
that personhood is, as Carlson (2012, 204) defines it, “An individual who 
manifests the developed traits and abilities associated with human, personal 
life (e.g. self-awareness, deliberate choice and action).” The reason this 
modern definition will be insufficient for the Christological (and 
Trinitarian) contexts becomes more explicit in the discussion of the humanity 
of Christ in Section 4. In brief, though, the traditional view is that Christ had 
a human element — a body/soul composite — that some argue fulfilled the 
conditions for being a person in this modern sense of the term. This may lead 
some to believe that there are two persons — “persons” in the sense relevant to 
the doctrine — in the Incarnation, something the conciliar texts and traditional 
Christian orthodoxy adamantly deny. This is just one example of how ignor- 
ance of the historical meaning of the technical terms can cause confusion 
concerning the traditional doctrine. In Section 2.3, we see another instance of 
confusion over terms. 


2.2 One Person of the Trinity 


Jesus Christ is a person — a hypostasis of a rational nature. Not only that, he is 
one person of the Blessed Trinity on the orthodox Christian view. Third 
Constantinople says as much, claiming that the council, along with the previous 
five councils, “professes our lord Jesus Christ our true God, one of the holy 
Trinity” (Tanner 1990, 127). This person did not come into existence within the 
Virgin Mary (a view Cyril calls “absurd and stupid” in the conciliar texts 
[Tanner 1990, 42]). Rather, this person “existed before every age and is coeter- 
nal with the Father” (Tanner 1990, 42). Since he is a member of the Trinity, 
coeternal with the Father, he is a divine person. 

Is Jesus a human person, as well as a divine person? This question has 
typically been answered in the negative throughout Christian history, for com- 
plicated reasons. Such an answer has caused confusion in some thinkers. For it 
seems that one rightly counts as a human person if one is both human and 
a person. Christ fulfills both criteria. Christ “became human” according to the 
Nicene Creed. Moreover, as we’ve seen, he is a person. Why, then, this denial of 
Christ’s being a human person? We can see the hesitancy here by looking at the 
history of the term “human person” in the Christological discourse, combined 
with a traditional prudential maxim from those debates. 
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Concerning the history, the term “human person” was used to mean merely 
human person. As such, speaking in this way was viewed as problematic by 
orthodox proponents of the Incarnation. Philosophers will rightly note that 
“human person” doesn’t logically entail “merely human person” by itself. But 
philosophers will do well to remember that, in matters of preaching and 
teaching, conversational implicature is at least as important as logical 
implicature. 

Concerning the traditional prudential maxim from Christological debates, the 
idea was not to speak as the opponents spoke, for fear of leading astray the laity. 
Aquinas, for instance, notes that while it is true that Christ is impassible in his 
divine nature, one ought not to say so unqualifiedly, as it may appear to be 
a word in favor of the view of the Manicheans, who thought that Christ had no 
real body (ST III q.16 a.8 ad.2). The same prudential maxim would lead the 
orthodox proponents of the Incarnation not to speak in ways that appear to 
support the view of the Arians, who thought Christ was not a divine person in 
the same sense the Father is. To make explicit that they were affirming neither 
a Manichean nor an Arian view of Christ, some thinkers in the tradition took to 
calling Christ a “Theandric” person. The English word “theandric” comes from 
two Greek roots, which in the nominative are theos, for God, and anér, for man 
(which is andros in the genitive case).'! 


2.3 The Names of the Person 


Many terms are used in the Christological writings: “Jesus,” “the Christ,” “the 
Word,” “the Son,” “the Logos,” “the Second Person of the Trinity,” etc. There is 
some disagreement about what exactly is referred to with each term. We can see 
this most clearly if we focus on the name “Jesus Christ.” 

Some people use “Jesus Christ” to refer to the assumed human nature alone 
(cf. Holland 2012, 81; Marmodoro and Hill 2011, 13; and Sturch 1991, 122, 
141).'* Others use “Jesus Christ” to refer to the person of the Son, the very 
person that exists eternally with the Father and Holy Spirit, and who assumes 
human flesh from Mary (cf. Alfeyev 2012, 265; Pawl 2016d, 46-47; Jedwab 
2011, 169; Rea 2011, 150; and Wesche 1997, 12-13). Finally, some use that 
name to refer to a third thing, not the assumed human nature alone, and not the 
person of the Son or the Word. Rather, they use the name “Jesus Christ” to refer 
to a compound — in some sense of compound — of that person and the human 
nature into a “larger” entity.'> The view here is that “Jesus Christ” names 


" | thank Jonathan Rutledge for discussion of the Greek roots here. 

2 In doing so, they are understanding the nature in the concrete sense discussed later in Section 
4.1.2. 

13 See Crisp (2011; 2016, chap. 6), Leftow (2011, 321), and Turner (2019, n. 5). 
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a contingent entity, not itself a person, but that has a person as a part (see section 
5.3 for more on this view, there called “Model A”). 

In this Element, I use the terms “Jesus Christ,” “Word,” “Second Person,” 
“the Son,” and all the rest as co-referring personal terms. They refer, in my 
usage, to one and the same person. I have argued for this usage of the terms 
elsewhere on conciliar grounds (Pawl 2016d, 46-47), grounds Flint (2011, 
81n.17) shares. Against the first view, that “Jesus” names the human nature 
alone, we do well to recall that the councils call Jesus “true God” and “one of the 
Holy Trinity” (Tanner 1990, 127). No human nature, though, is one of the Holy 
Trinity or truly God. Against both the first and third views, the councils call 
Jesus a hypostasis and a person, as we saw in Section 2.2. The Word too, though, 
is a person. If we look back to the truth conditions for being a hypostasis in 
Section 2.1, we see that no hypostasis can have a distinct hypostasis as 
a component, since each hypostasis is a complete being in its own right. And 
so the Word and Jesus cannot be related to one another as component to whole, 
since they are both referred to by “person” and “hypostasis.” There must be two 
distinct persons, then, or the names must refer to the very same thing. If distinct 
persons, we have a nonorthodox view sometimes labeled “Nestorianism.” If the 
terms co-refer, then the naming convention I use in this Element is the correct 
one. '* 

It is true that the name “Jesus Christ” is bound up with the Incarnation, such 
that had the Word not become incarnate, he wouldn’t have had that name. 
Presumably, “the Second Person” is not contingent upon the Incarnation in 
the same sense. Even so, that doesn’t show that the two terms do not co-refer. 


2.4 Conclusion 


In summary, the Word, the Son, the Second Person of the Trinity, is a person — 
a hypostasis of a rational nature. That very person became human and is the one 
and only divine person to have become incarnate.” As I use the term in this 
Element, “Jesus Christ” is the name of a person, and that person is the very same 
person as the Word. 


14 See Section 5.3 for more discussion of the relation between Jesus and the Word. 

'S Tt is an interesting question whether the other two divine persons could have become incarnate. 
For more on that question, see Adams (1985; 2005; 2006, 198-199; 2009, 241;), de Aldama and 
Solano (2014, 63), Aquinas (ST IN q.3), Arendzen (1941, 161), Baker (2013, 47), Bonting 
(2003), Brazier (2013), Craig (2006, 63), Crisp (2008; 2009, chap. 8), Cross (2005, 230-232), 
Cuff (2015, 366-371), Davies (2003), Fisher and Fergusson (2006), Flint (2001, 312; 2012, 
192-198), Freddoso (1983; 1986), George (2001), Gondreau (2018, 145-150), Gorman (2016), 
Hebblethwaite (2001; 2008, 74), Jaeger (2017), Kereszty (2002, 382), Kevern (2002), Le 
Poidevin (2009a, 183; 2011), Mascall (1965, 40-41), Morris (1987, 183), O’Collins (2002, 
19-23), Pawl (2016a; 2016c; 2019b, chaps. 2 and 3), Pohle (1913, 136), Schmaus (1971, 
241-242), Sturch (1991, 43, 194-200), and Ward (1998, 162). 
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3 The Divinity of Christ 


The previous section discussed the person of Christ. This section is the first of 
two that take up the question of what Christ is: fully God and fully human. This 
section focuses on his divinity, whereas the next section focuses on his 
humanity. 


3.1 The Divine Nature Itself 


According to traditional Christian teaching, there is only one divine nature, also 
referred to as the divine substance or the divine essence (Tanner 1990, 114). 
That one divine nature is possessed (in some sense) by the three divine persons. 
The claim that there is only one divine nature is intended to protect against 
tritheism; the distinction between the three persons is intended to protect against 
modalism (the view that the Father, Son, and Spirit are merely different ways 
that the one divine person chooses to manifest himself to the world).'° 


3.2 The Attributes of the Divine Nature 


Scholars have presented various views concerning the attributes of the divine 
nature. This section canvasses the main views in the contemporary debate. 


3.2.1 The Classical View 


On one understanding, the divine nature has the attributes of classical theism. 
On this theory, the nature is impassible and so unable to be causally affected. 
The nature is immutable and so unable to change. It is atemporal and so outside 
of time. And it is simple so without any ontological complexity. 

Parts of this view receive support from the conciliar texts.'’ For instance, 
concerning immutability, the Council of Ephesus teaches that Christ “is 
unchangeable and immutable by nature” (Tanner 1990, 51). The same council 
teaches that “those are quite mad who suppose that ‘a shadow of change’ is 
conceivable in connexion with the divine nature of the Word” (Tanner 1990, 
72). Concerning impassibility, Chalcedon says that it is an error to claim that 
“the divine nature of the Only-begotten is passible” (Tanner 1990, 84). 
Moreover, Chalcedon “expels from the assembly of the priests those who dare 
to say that the divinity of the Only-begotten is passible” (85-86). 

Evidence for atemporality in the councils is less clear. Leo writes in his Tome 
to Flavian, part of the accepted documents from Chalcedon, that “whilst 


16 See Hasker (2019) for a recent discussion of the divine nature. 
17 To see the conciliar evidence in much greater detail, as well as evidence from later Catholic, 
Orthodox, and Protestant sources, see Pawl (2016d, chaps. 8, Section II). 
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remaining pre-existent, [the Son of God] begins to exist in time [ante tempora 
manens esse coepit ex tempore|” (Tanner 1990, 79). The Second Council of 
Constantinople includes an anathema that declares accursed those who will not 
say that the Son has a nativity from the Father achronos, that is, outside time. 
Neither of these texts proves that the divine nature is atemporal. But they do 
give some reason to think that the Son is atemporal, and he clearly is not 
atemporal due to his human nature. So there is reason to think that it is due to 
his divinity itself that he is atemporal. Concerning simplicity, there is no explicit 
affirmation from the first seven councils that the divine nature is simple. Later 
councils and confessional statements, though, Catholic, Orthodox, and 
Protestant, include the divinity’s simplicity as a teaching. '® 


3.2.2 Nonclassical Views 


There are various ways one might understand the divine nature such that it 
doesn’t have the robust attributes classical theism ascribes to it. One standard 
term for the most-attested contemporary school of thought concerning the 
divine nature that is contrary to classical theism is “theistic personalism.” 
I avoid that term here, primarily because the rivalry between these two 
approaches to God spills out into other topics besides the divine nature, for 
instance, how God creates and whether God is a person or merely personal. ° 
Those topics aren’t germane to the purposes of this Element and so would be an 
unnecessary rabbit trail to follow. 

Another theory that may appear relevant here is kenotic Christology, which is 
the topic of Section 7.3.4. Briefly, kenotic Christology claims that Christ 
emptied himself of some of his divine attributes when he became incarnate. 
For instance, he went from being omniscient to being limited in knowledge, or 
omnipresent to being located only at a certain place. Such a view has an oblique 
relation to the theory of the divine nature, for such a view requires that 
omniscience is not an essential feature of divinity. Were it essential, Christ 
would cease being divine when he lacks knowledge during the Incarnation. 
Thomas Morris draws out the implications for divinity explicitly when he notes 
that to be divine, on the kenotic view, wouldn’t require omniscience, but rather 
omniscience-unless-incarnate."° Likewise for other attributes that cause 


18 For examples, see the Catholic Fourth Lateran Council (Tanner 1990, 230-232), the first three 
decrees of the Orthodox Third Hesychastic Council, and the Reformed Belgic Confession of 
Faith, Article 1. 

1 For a discussion of the distinction between classical theism and theistic personalism, and to see 
where the latter term was coined, see B. Davies (2004, chap. 1). For more on whether God is 
a person or personal, see Page (2019) 

20 See Morris (1987, 99); see also Forrest (2009, 130-131). 
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Incarnational worries — they all get an “unless” modification. Even still, one 
might think that the divine nature itself has the attributes of classical theism, 
even if the persons can freely choose to be empty of those attributes, and so 
kenotic Christology does not imply that the divine nature itself is not simple, 
atemporal, immutable, and impassible.” 

The main alternatives to classical theism seldom reject the listed attributes 
wholesale. For instance, many keep the language of divine eternity, but under- 
stand eternity as implying everlastingness, and not atemporality.°” Or one might 
deny that God is unchanging metaphysically speaking, but retain that God is 
unchanging morally speaking.” Likewise, God might be causally affectable, 
but unable to be caused to suffer psychologically. 

These are common alternatives in the philosophical discussion of the 
Incarnation. They do not, though, sit easily with the conciliar texts. If Christ 
was already existing in time everlastingly, in what sense could he go from being 
preexistent to beginning to exist in time, as we saw Chalcedon teach in Section 
3.2.1? Moreover, we can tell the sense the councils give to the attributes by 
seeing the work they intend the attributes to do. They use immutability, for 
instance, to preclude ontological change in the divine nature, not merely to point 
out moral constancy (Tanner 1990, a 


3.3 A Comparison of the Conceptions of Divinity with 
Respect to the Incarnation 


Depending on one’s conception of the divine attributes, the philosophical 
problems that arise from the Incarnation will be different. To see how, consider 
the philosophical objection that is the focus of Section 7. 

Section 7 focuses on the objection that nothing can be both God and human, 
since to be God it would have to be a way that no human could be. If one denies 
that God is as the classical conception requires, then one needn’t answer the 
question of how Christ was both, say, impassible and passible during the 
Incarnation. Generally speaking, the problem of Section 7 can be viewed as 
a “metaphysical size-gap,” as Marilyn McCord Adams termed it (2000, 103; 
2004). The more one shrinks that gap by denying classical attributes of God, the 
fewer problems one will have with rendering the Incarnation coherent. 


?1 Such a view would hold that while the self-emptying of the person requires change in the person, 
it doesn’t require change in the divine nature. I leave the spelling out of the mechanics of such 
a view to its proponents. 

See Deng (2018) and Mullins (2016). 23 See Dorner (1994) and Swinburne (1993, 219). 

24 For a much fuller discussion of the use of immutability in the conciliar texts, see Pawl (2016d, 
107-114). 
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3.4 Conclusion 


This section explicated various views of the attributes of the divine nature. 
According to Conciliar Christology, that nature is immutable and impassible. 
A case could be made for its atemporality from those texts too, but such is not 
explicit, as are impassibility and immutability. The section also discussed how 
the rival conceptions of divinity affect the problems that face a philosophy of the 
Incarnation. 


4 The Humanity of Christ 


The account of Christ’s humanity is vexed in the contemporary philosophical 
discussion. Is it something abstract, like a shareable property, say, the Platonic 
form of Humanity? Or is it something concrete, particular, and individual, say, 
a flesh-and-blood composite? If the latter, what are its component parts? Does it 
have both a body and a soul? Just one of those two? And if it has a soul, is the 
Word playing the role of that soul, such that there isn’t a new, distinct, created 
soul at the first moment of the Incarnation? If the human nature was a concrete, 
created body and soul composite, how could one support the orthodox claim 
that it wasn’t a person? Did Christ assume a fallen human nature? 

Scholars disagree concerning the answers to each of these questions. This 
section presents the contours of the debate, different packages of answers to the 
questions, and reasons for thinking that some of these answers are incompatible 
with Conciliar Christology. 


4.1 The Human Nature Itself 


Traditional Christian teaching contends that Christ assumed (a) human nature. 
But what’s (a) human nature?” The two main views, which are the focus of this 
section, are that it is either an abstract, shareable thing or a concrete, individual 
substance of the same type as your or my nature. There are, of course, other 
notions of what the nature is. Michael Rea (2011, 149) presents a theory on 
which the human nature is a power. That power is shared by all humans and is 
a feature of humans, so in that sense, the view Rea considers is similar to the 
abstract view. On the other hand, that power is causally efficacious and located 
in space and time, and so is similar to the concrete view in those respects. 

In what follows, I focus on the two main views of the human nature of Christ: 
the abstract view and the concrete view.”° 


> For an excellent, prolonged discussion of this question in the medieval context, see Adams 
(1999). 

26 For discussions of these two views of nature, see Crisp (2007b, 41), Dalmau (2016, ITA:68), 
Dubray (1911), and Plantinga (1999, 184). Fora discussion of the historical reception of the term 
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4.1.1 The Abstract View 


On the abstract view of human nature, the human nature is a property (or 
a collection of properties) the instantiation of which is both necessary and 
sufficient for being a human. Insofar as you and I both instantiate (have, 
possess) that shareable feature, you and I are both human. 

On the abstract view, in becoming incarnate, the Son entered into an instanti- 
ation relationship with Humanity, and so fulfilled the necessary and sufficient 
conditions for being a human. He was, then, a true human, in the same sense that 
I’m a true human. 


4.1.2 The Concrete View 


On the concrete view of human nature, a human nature is a concrete, particular 
thing. It is, as the ecumenical councils sometimes refer to it, “flesh enlivened 
by a rational soul,” a “holy body rationally ensouled,” and “human flesh 
which is possessed by a rational and intellectual soul” (Tanner 1990, 41, 44, 
115). On this view, the nature is not a shareable thing. It is composed of 
particular flesh and bones. You and I don’t have the very same nature in this 
sense of the term. Instead, a nature is “a principle of operation ... active 
through its powers — it causes things to happen in the real world” (Baker 2013, 
37). This is a typical perennial understanding of the term “nature”; the nature 
is the origin (natus) of the activity of a thing. “Nature,” in this sense, refers to 
the same thing as “substance” and “essence” (another word with a perennial 
set of meanings more broad than the contemporary analytic understanding), 
but picks it out as the origin of action, and not as a subsisting thing (as 
“substance” does) or by its definition (as “essence” does; cf. St. Thomas 
Aquinas, De ente et essentia, para. 10). 

On the concrete view, in becoming incarnate, the Son united a concrete nature 
to his divine nature (in a relation known as the hypostatic union). Having a real, 
flesh-and-blood concrete nature, he was, then, a true human, in the same sense 
that I’m a true human. 


4.1.3 A Comparison of the Abstract and Concrete Views 


Readers will note that the abstract and concrete views of human nature are as far 
apart, ontologically speaking, as two views can be. An abstract nature like 
Humanity is typically viewed as shareable by many individuals, not located in 
space or time, unable to enter into causal relations, and possessed by substances 


“nature,” and a listing of which thinkers thought what about natures, see Pawl (2016d, chap. 2 
section II.b; 2019b, chap. 1 IV.b). 
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as a feature. A concrete nature like Christ’s “holy body rationally ensouled” is 
on the contrary not shareable in the way a universal like Humanity is, located in 
space and time, able to enter into causal relations, and not possessed as 
a feature — on the concrete nature view, the human nature is not related to the 
Word as a property to a substance. 

Even if they are ontologically miles apart, we still find each view assumed or 
defended by major thinkers in the Christian tradition. Nevertheless, as I have 
argued elsewhere, the texts of Conciliar Christology offer strong reason to 
affirm the concrete account, for at least two reasons, which I have elsewhere 
dubbed the Cyrillic and Leonine arguments, based on where one finds the 
evidence for the arguments most explicitly asserted.” 

The Cyrillic argument begins with the ways the nature is referred to in the 
councils. As noted in Section 4.1.2, the nature is referred to as a “holy body 
rationally ensouled.” No abstract object, though, is such a thing, so the nature is 
best understood as a concrete object. 

The Leonine argument begins with the predicates the conciliar texts say of 
Christ’s human nature. The councils say of the human nature of Christ that it can 
hang on across, be pierced, weep, feel pity, and say, “the Father is greater than T” 
(Tanner 1990, 80-81). No abstract nature could do or undergo any of those 
activities, so the nature is best understood as a concrete object. 

Even if the two views of human nature are radically different, there’s a sense 
in which there is little disagreement between the entailments of the two views. 
To see this, one can coin a neutral term, say, “human element,” meaning the 
ontological component parts of a human. For some thinkers, this human element 


will be wholly material.** 


For hylomorphic thinkers, it will contain both body 
and soul. In any case, no matter the underlying ontology of the human person, 
the traditional Christian will affirm that Christ had a human element. For the 
abstract nature theorist, having such an element will be a necessary condition 
for instantiating Humanity. For the concrete theorist, that human element will be 
nothing else than the human nature of Christ. In a similar way, Brian Leftow 
(2004, 279) has argued that the Word becomes incarnate in a concrete human 
nature if and only if the Word begins exemplifying the abstract human nature.” 
That claim is not required for the point here; rather, all that is needed is the 


recognition that both views require Christ to take up a human element. 


27 See Pawl (2016d, chap. 2 section II.b; 2019b, chap. 1 IV.b). In the following arguments I make an 
assumption that either the concrete view or the abstract view is correct. These two views are 
surely the two dominant views in the literature. 

?8 Both those who think the human element is wholly immaterial and those who think it is wholly 
material will need to explain conciliar passages that refer to it as having both a body and soul. 

29 See also Hasker (2016, 434-435), Leftow (2004, 278), and Marmodoro and Hill (2008, 101). 
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Both abstract theorists and concrete theorists posit a human element for Christ. 
Another — traditional — name for that human element is “human nature.” So, for 
the remainder of this Element, I use the term “human nature” to refer to the 
human element of Christ. If the need arises to refer to the abstract nature, in 
order to avoid equivocation, I refer to it as “Humanity.” 


4.2 The Parts of Christ's Human Nature 


Christ’s human element, the concrete human nature of Christ, is typically 
thought to have parts. As quoted in Section 4.1.2, Conciliar Christology lists 
some of those parts as a body and a rational and intellectual soul. It included 
hands and feet that were pierced, blood, and all the other component parts of 
a typical human being. At least that’s the orthodox view. There are other views, 
though, concerning Christ’s human nature. 


4.2.1 The Body of Christ 


The view that Christ lacked a body is traditionally referred to as “Docetism” 
(from the Greek word meaning “to appear”). On this view, Christ merely 
appeared to have a human body or to be a human. Such a view makes little 
sense of the scriptural passages concerning Christ’s physical activities. 
Moreover, Christ sometimes seems to act in ways intended to show that he 
really does have a body, as when he asks for some fish to eat after the resurrec- 
tion (Luke 24:41—43), or when he allows Thomas to put his hand into his side 
(John 20:27). 

Another extreme view with respect to Christ’s body argues that the person of 
the Word transformed from being immaterial to being a human material body, or 
a human animal. Kevin Sharpe (2017, 118) writes that “the Son’s becoming 
human was a matter of his being transformed into a human and not merely his 
assumption of a concrete human nature.”*° Such a transformational view has 
a dubious pedigree in Christology. As Cyril says in his second letter to 
Nestorius, accepted at the Council of Ephesus, 


For we do not say that the nature of the Word was changed and became flesh, 
nor that he was turned into a whole man made of body and soul. Rather do we 
claim that the Word in an unspeakable, inconceivable manner united to 
himself hypostatically flesh enlivened by a rational soul, and so became 
man and was called son of man. (Tanner 1990, 41, emphasis added) 


3° For discussion of this or similar views, see Arcadi (2018, 4), Crisp (2009, chap. 7), Jaeger (2017), 
Leftow (2015), Lim (2019), Merricks (2007), Turner (2017) and van Horn (2010). 
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Similarly, Leo says in his Tome, “the Word is not the same thing as the flesh” 
(Tanner 1990, 81). Both views, then — that Christ lacked a body and that he was 
transformed into a human being — are precluded by Conciliar Christology. 


4.2.2 The Soul of Christ 


The view that Christ lacked a created, human soul is traditionally referred to as 
“Apollinarianism,” after its most famous advocate, Apollinaris (the younger) of 
Laodicea. Some thinkers, seeing that if Christ had a created, human soul, then 
he’d have two centers of cognition (one divine, one human), worried that there 
would be two distinct persons there, contrary to biblical witness and traditional 
teaching. In order to safeguard Christ’s having a soul, but also to remove the 
alleged problems of his having two faculties by which to reason or will, these 
thinkers had the person of the Word himself play the role of Christ’s soul. So, on 
such a view, Christ has a soul (the Word), yet only one set of intellective powers. 

One finds such a view in Moreland and Craig (2003, 611), where they note 
that the councils preclude it, but claim that the Scriptures allow it.*' Craig has 
called this view “Neo-Apollinarianism,” and said that it includes the claim that 


The soul of the human nature of Christ is the second person of the Trinity, the 
Logos. The human nature of Christ is composed of the Logos and a human 
body. (Harris and Craig n.d.) 


What ought one to make of these views, where the divine person is the human 
soul of Christ? 

The main objections to such a view are the following. First, the soul is that 
which makes a human fo be human. Lacking a human soul, then, Christ 
wouldn’t be truly human. Second, consider the maxim of St. Gregory of 
Nazianzus that what is not assumed is not healed. Were there no assumed 
human soul, then, there would be no healing of our human souls by the 
Incarnation. For these and other similar reasons, Apollinarianism was declared 
a heresy at the second ecumenical council, the First Council of Constantinople 
in AD 381, and reaffirmed as a heresy many times over in later councils. 

Concerning whether Neo-Apollinarianism is distinct from Apollinarianism 
in anything more than name, note how a church council in Rome in AD 382 
condemned Apollinaris’s view: 


We pronounce anathema against them who say that the Word of God is in the 
human flesh in lieu and place of the human rational and intellective soul. For, 
the Word of God is the Son Himself. Neither did He come in the flesh to 


31 Rea (2011, 149-150) presents without endorsement such a view. 
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replace, but rather to assume and preserve from sin and save the rational and 
intellective soul of man. (as quoted in Sollier 1907) 


Neo-Apollinarianism is the doctrine that, eight years before his death, 
Apollinaris was condemned for teaching. 

Recall the quotation at the end of Section 4.2.1. It claims that the thing united 
to the Son in the Incarnation was “flesh enlivened by a rational soul.” If the soul 
were the Logos, the person of the Son, then the Son unites to himself flesh 
enlivened by himself. Such a doubled union — Son to flesh, then Son to (Son and 
flesh) — is unheard of in Christological discussions.” 

Finally, recall the worry that partially motivates acceptance of 
Apollinarianism — if there were two centers of intellection, then there’d be 
two persons there.” Such a worry rightly attempts to safeguard the unity of the 
person of Christ, which is a necessary condition of traditional Christology. At 
the same time, though, another necessary condition of traditional Christology is 
dyothelitism, the claim that Christ had two distinct wills, a human will and 
a divine will. For instance, the sixth ecumenical council, the Third Council of 
Constantinople, includes an exposition of faith that affirms: 


[T]he difference of the natures [is] made known in the same one subsistence 
in that each nature wills and performs the things that are proper to it in 
a communication with the other; then in accord with this reasoning we hold 
that two natural wills and principles of action meet in correspondence for the 
salvation of the human race. (Tanner 1990, 129-130) 


Here the traditional texts teach that there are two natures, and they are known 
because each has its own, distinct will. As such, even if one worries that two 
wills implies two persons, the response of denying two wills is not an open 
option for the proponent of Conciliar Christology. 

Some have attempted to read this passage as consistent with Christ having 
a single will that counts as both divine and human. In this attenuated sense, 
though numerically one, Christ has two wills. Such a reading would allow the 
proponent of traditional Christology to avoid the two-person worry and yet 
maintain consistency with the councils. Crisp (2007b, 59-60) and I (Pawl 
2016d, 19-20) argue that this reading is inconsistent with other claims the 
councils make concerning Christ’s wills. The divine will leads the human 
will, which is subjugated to it; each nature has a will and operates through it, 
etc. Such claims are difficult to parse if there is only one will. 


32 For more on the topic of a double union, see Pawl (2016d, 48-50). 
33 For more on the topic of whether two minds or wills implies two persons, see Pawl (201 6d, chap. 9). 
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Given that Conciliar Christology does teach the unity of the person, along 
with the duality of natures, each with its own will and operation, how does the 
Christian avoid the objection that there are, in fact, two persons in Christ? 


4.3 Was Christ’s Human Nature a Person in Its Own Right? 


The answer to the question in this subheading is “no” for all traditional Christian 
thinkers, as the opposing view, which often goes under the name 
“Nestorianism,” was condemned at the Council of Ephesus in AD 431. The 
human nature is not a hypostasis at all, and so not a person, since all persons are 
hypostases. That said, the question still arose concerning the relation the human 
nature bore to personhood. Was the human nature entirely non-hypostatic 
(anhypostatic), or was it instead hypostasized in and by the person of the 
Word (enhypostatic)? The orthodox answer was that the nature is personal 
(enhypostatic), but it is itself neither a person (hypostatic) nor wholly imper- 
sonal (anhypostatic).** The reason given for these views, though, is different for 
different schools of thought. 

For those who believe the human nature to be an abstract entity, Humanity, 
the answer is easy: no abstract, shareable thing is a person in its own right. In 
fact, on the abstract view, it is hard to see how this perennial Christological 
worry concerning the human nature of Christ could be taken seriously. But even 
still, people who affirm an abstract nature believe that Jesus has a full compo- 
nent of human parts, such as his body, hair, skin, blood, etc. Take all those 
human parts together, which I referred to in Section 4.1.3 as Christ’s human 
element: why isn’t that thing a person? 

If, contrary to orthodox Christianity, one denies that Christ had a created human 
soul, then there is again an easy answer. The full human element of Jesus was 
without any second thing that operated rationally. Thus, there’s little motivation to 
worry that the nature might fulfill the conditions for itself being a person. The word 
“full” in “full human element” becomes questionable at this point, though. 

Consider, then, those who think that the full human element, the concrete 
human nature of Christ, had all the same types of ontological components that 
yours or mine does. Suppose, as the councils say, it had its own intellectual 
faculties, its own will and operation, as we saw in Section 4.2.2. In such a case, 
why isn’t it a person? 

By the medieval era, two main schools had emerged in answer to this 
question.” More than 100 years ago, Charles Dubray (1911) put the division 
well: 


34 For more on the enhypostatic/anhypostatic distinction, see Crisp (2007b, chap. 3). 
35 For more on these two schools, see Hipp (2001, 471-518) and Pawl (2016d, 68-70). 
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The Human Nature in Christ is complete and perfect as nature, yet it lacks that 
which would make it a person, whether this be something negative, as 
Scotists hold, namely the mere fact that a nature is not assumed by a higher 
person, or, as Thomists assert, some positive reality distinct from nature and 
making it incommunicable. 


The next two subsections discuss these views. 


4.3.1 The Thomistic View 


One view, often associated with St. Thomas Aquinas, is that being a person 
requires a certain component part. Christ’s human nature, on this view, lacks 
that ontological component, and so fails to be a person.” 

What exactly the part is differs in different views. Some call it a mode, others 
an individual act of existence, others still something else. For the purposes of 
responding to the charge that the human nature of Christ is a person in its own 
right, the ontological category that the thing falls under is not as important as the 
method of response. Christ’s human nature lacks an ontological component that 
it would need to have in order to be a person, and so it fails to be a person. 


4.3.2 The Scotistic View 


The Scotistic view posits a negative condition for personhood. For a nature to be 
a person, it has to be unassumed. Since Christ’s human nature fails that condi- 
tion, since it is assumed, it does not count as a person. This view does not require 
the supposition that your or my nature has a certain ontological doodad in virtue 
of which we are persons. Instead, it merely requires our natures to be unassumed 
for us to count as persons. 


4.3.3 A Similarity between the Views 


One might pause here to reflect on a similarity between these views. Given 
orthodox Christology, as we see in the next section, there is something referred 
to as a hypostatic union. St. Thomas Aquinas and many others view that union 
as itself a created thing, something had, in some sense, by Christ’s human 
nature. If that’s the case — if Christ’s human nature has a special ontological 
component in virtue of which it is assumed, then we get similarity between the 
Thomistic and Scotistic views. Letting “CHN” abbreviate “Christ’s human 
nature,” consider the claim “CHN is a person” and its negation, “it is false 
that CHN is a person.” The Thomist requires CHN to have an additional 


3° Textual evidence indicates, though, that Aquinas held a view much closer to the Scotistic view 
discussed later in this Element. See Pawl and Spencer (2016, 148-149). 
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ontological component for the first claim to be true. In the language of 
truth makers, it is CHN plus the component that makes “CHN is a person” 
true. Such a component is a necessary condition, and so in worlds where CHN 
lacks a component, for instance, the actual world, “CHN is a person” is false. 
The Scotist requires CHN to have an additional ontological component for 
the second claim to be true. In the language of truth makers, it is CHN plus 
the hypostatic union that makes “it is false that CHN is a person” true. Such 
a hypostatic union is a necessary condition for the truth of that claim, and so in 
worlds where CHN exists but lacks a hypostatic union, “it is false that CHN is 
a person” is false — in other words, in such worlds, “CHN is a person” is true. 
Both theories, then, require some ontological doodad in virtue of which one or 
other of the contradictory predications about personhood is true. 


4.4 Was Christ's Human Nature Fallen or Unfallen? 


This question is vexed.*’ It is vexed in part because the word “fallen” is 
understood in different ways in different traditions. Fallen from what, to what, 
in what respect? In a diminished sense of the term, every traditional Christian 
agrees that Christ’s human nature was weakened, insofar as, while it was still of 
the very same type as Adam and Eve’s human natures, it lacked certain good- 
making features of those natures in their original state. Many Christian thinkers 
have claimed that Adam and Eve had certain preternatural gifts in the garden, 
such as full control over their bodily passions and immortality (see Aquinas’s 
Summa theologiae I, qq. 94-97 for more on these gifts). Jesus did not have all of 
these gifts — for instance, he wasn’t immortal according to his humanity — and 
so, in that respect, his human nature was weakened. 

On the other hand, for some thinkers, to say that Christ’s human nature was 
fallen is to say that, in virtue of it, Christ was potentially sinful. Oliver Crisp 
(2007b, chap. 4; 2004) understands fallenness in this more robust way when he 
claims that Christ’s having a fallen human nature would be catastrophic for 
traditional Christian thinking, as fallenness implies having Original Sin — 
a hereditary corruption or stain that results from the first sin of our ancestors 
(see Crisp 2007b, 107). 

The traditional answer to the question of whether Christ had a fallen nature 
can be put in a way that garners broad consensus. Christ had a human nature that 
was corruptible. That said, he did not have Original Sin, neither did he have the 
actual ability to sin (for more on the ability to sin, see Section 6.1.2). There is 
disagreement on whether such a state can rightly be called “fallen.” Some think 


37 For more recent work on this question, see (2019), McFarland (2008), King (2015), McCall 
(2019, chap. 4), and McFarland(2008) 
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fallenness requires Original Sin, others that it merely requires not having all the 
preternatural gifts that Adam had. How much of a fall is required to count as 
a fallen human nature is a question we need not answer at this point. 

We find others drawing these distinctions in the understanding of fallenness 
as well. Immediately before offering pages of quotations verifying the claim, 
Alfeyev writes: 


Many pronouncements of the Eastern fathers, including Irenaeus of Lyons, 
Athanasius of Alexandria, Gregory of Nyssa, Cyril of Alexandria, and 
Gregory Palamas, leave no doubt that these fathers considered Christ’s 
human nature, with the exception of sin, to be like the nature of fallen man. 
It is from the fallen, and not the first-formed Adam, that Christ inherited 
a corrupted, mortal, impassioned nature. (Alfeyev 2012, 278) 


He goes on in the same section to claim that, for the Orthodox, Christ did not 
have personal sin, sinful inclination, or Original Sin.*® 


4.5 The Weaknesses and Infirmities of Christ's Human Nature 


On the traditional view, Christ had weaknesses and infirmities during life. As 
Scripture notes, he was at times hungry, sad, anxious, thirsty, etc. St. John of 
Damascus claims that such “innocent” passions were not lacking in him. Just as 
traditional is the affirmation that Christ lacked sinfully disordered passions. For 
instance, consider a sinful inclination to some deplorable type of action (the 
reader can supply her own). Such deplorable inclinations evince a faulty moral 
character, though not one that is necessarily blameworthy, depending on the 
source of the inclination. Such dispositions were lacking in Christ, it is argued, 
because to have them is to have a moral fault, and no one who is God could have 
a moral fault. The relation between sinfulness, passions, and temptation is the 
topic of Section 6.1.2. 


4.6 Conclusion 


This section explored various divisions in the conceptualization of Christ’s 
human nature. One might think of it as abstract or concrete. If concrete, then 
there are further choices to be made about the number of parts it has, and the 
person’s relation to that nature. If the nature is concrete, with both a rational soul 
and a body (as Conciliar Christology teaches), then the question of whether it is 
a person must be addressed. Two reasons for denying the nature’s personhood 
that this section canvasses are that it lacks some component part necessary for 


38 Alfeyev (2012, 285) notes that the notion of “Original Sin” in Western contexts isn’t the same as 
in Eastern contexts, and in neither sense did Christ have Original Sin. 
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personhood (the so-called Thomistic view) or that it satisfies some condition, 
assumption, incompatible with personhood (the so-called Scotistic view). 
Concerning fallenness, one must specify what exactly is meant by that term. 
If fallenness merely means that it doesn’t have some good-making qualities that 
Adam/’s pre-fallen nature had, then Christ’s human nature is fallen, since it was 
mortal. If fallenness goes further and requires Original Sin, concupiscence, and 
liability to actually sinning, then traditionally the human nature assumed by 
Christ is not fallen in that particular sense of the term. 


5 The Hypostatic Union 


This section focuses on the union that holds between the two natures in the one 
person of the Word. What can we say of the union? What features does it have? 
What role does it play in the Incarnation??? 


5.1 The Features of the Hypostatic Union 


The conciliar documents contain more about what the union isn’t than about 
what it is. It was not merely by “God’s will alone or good pleasure,” nor by “a 
conjunction of dignity or authority or power,” nor by a mixing of natures, nor by 
affection, nor a union of adoration or honor, nor a union as one finds “between 
a man and his wife” (Tanner 1990, 41, 59, 115—116, 119). In uniting, the two 
natures undergo “no confusion, no change, no division, no separation” (Tanner 
1990, 86). Moreover, the union is, according to the councils, ineffable (Tanner 
1990, 72, 117). It was brought about in “an unspeakable, inconceivable manner” 
(Tanner 1990, 41). These claims about ineffability and inconceivability are not 
meant by the conciliar fathers in such a robust sense that we cannot say or think 
anything at all about the union. After all, they do say many things about it, as we 
see in the next paragraph. Rather, they mean that it is impossible for us to 
completely grasp or understand the union.*° 

So much by way of negation. What can be said of the union positively? The 
hypostatic union is the union that holds, in the person of the Word, between the 
divine and human natures, in virtue of which Christ is one person of two natures. 
The relata of the hypostatic union are, on the divine side, the divine nature, and, 
on the human side, the human nature, or its parts.*! Elsewhere, the councils refer 
to the hypostatic union as a union of “subsistence” or “synthesis” (Tanner 1990, 


°° For a more detailed discussion of the hypostatic union in the conciliar texts, see Pawl (2016d, 
20-23). 
4° For more on the meaning of ineffability, see Pawl (2020, sec. 2). For more on mystery and 
philosophical reflection on the incarnation, see Pawl (2016d, 88-91; 2019b, 5—6). 
' For more on whether the human relatum is properly characterized as the full human nature or the 
parts of the human nature, see Pawl (2019b, 109-113). 
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115). The two natures are united, in the traditional language, in the person of the 
Word, but the person of the Word is not, technically speaking, one of the relata 
of the relationship. (The term used for the relation of the Word to the human 
nature is assumption.) It is important that the union does not take a person on the 
human side of the relation, as discussed in Section 4.3. Were it to do so, there 
would be two different persons in the Incarnation, rather than one person who is 
both God and human, as the Nicene Creed claims. 

It is this fact — the fact that there is one person who is both divine and human, 
having both divine and human natures — that grounds the Communication of 
Idioms. 


5.2 The Communication of Idioms 


The Communication of Idioms (Communicatio Idiomatum) is a thesis about 
language. It is the thesis that what we can say truthfully of the one person of 
Christ in virtue of one nature, we can say when referring to Christ with a subject 
term drawn from the other nature.*” For instance, it is true that Christ was born 
of Mary. And that predicate, “born of Mary,” is true of him, not in virtue of 
something that happened to the divine nature, but rather in virtue of something 
that happened to his human nature, that flesh-and-blood reality. Christ, though, 
is God, and is God in virtue of his divine nature, not his human nature. 
Nevertheless, we can put together a true claim using terms apt of him due to 
different natures, as when we say that God was born of Mary. ? This, of course, 
is the very case that got Nestorius in trouble, since he wanted to affirm that while 
Mary bore Christ, she did not bear God. Such a claim — that Mary bore Christ, 
but she did not bear God — Cyril and others reasonably argued, would imply that 
the person, Christ, is not a divine person. Additional examples of the 
Communication of Idioms, both found in Aquinas, are “A man created the 
stars” and “The God of glory was crucified” (ST. III q.16 a.4). In both cases, 
a predicate term apt of the one person in virtue of one nature is paired with 
a subject term apt of the person in virtue of the other nature to make a true claim 
about the one God-man, Jesus Christ. 

We find support for the Communication of Idioms in the conciliar texts. We 
already saw one supporting text at the beginning of Section 2.1. We see another 
at the end of Section 7.4.2. For a third, Cyril includes in his third letter to 
Nestorius the following anathema: 


42 For more on the Communication of Idioms, see de Aldama and Solano (2014, 170-171), Cross 
(2019), Pawl (2016d, 23-27, 54-55, 62-65; 2019b, 17-19), and Pohle (1913, 186). 

* I am using the term “apt” to mean correctly assertible of. Some thinkers say a term is true of 
a subject. That language is acceptable, too, but I prefer to avoid it, as I take truth to be a feature of 
a complete proposition, not a feature of a term in a proposition. 
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If anyone distributes between the two persons or hypostases the expressions 
used either in the gospels or in the apostolic writings, whether they are used 
by the holy writers of Christ or by him about himself, and ascribes some to 
him as to a man, thought of separately from the Word from God, and others, as 
befitting God, to him as to the Word from God the Father, let him be 
anathema. (Tanner 1990, 59) 


Here Cyril, in a text accepted at the Council of Ephesus, asserts that the 
expressions ascribed to Christ as human are ascribed to the very same subject 
as the expressions ascribed to him as God. 

It should be clear that the Communication of Idioms doctrine as spelled out 
here does not imply that a predicate truthfully said of one nature is thus 
truthfully assertible of the other nature, or that a predicate truthfully said of 
the person is thus truthfully assertible of either nature.** From Christ’s being 
crucified, we cannot derive that his divine nature was crucified. From Christ’s 
human nature being pierced on the wood of the cross, as Chalcedon teaches (see 
Section 4.1.3), we cannot derive that the divine nature was pierced. 

Likewise, the Communication of Idioms does not undergird either of the 
following two theses: 


1. Any predicate truly said of either nature of Christ is also truly said of the 
person of Christ. 

2. Any predicate truly said of the person of Christ is truly said of at least one 
nature of Christ. 


Neither of these is true, we can see, since they have counterexamples. Christ’s 
human nature is truly said to be “identical to a human nature,” and there is a time 
before which it did not exist, but neither of these predicates is truly said of the 
person of Christ. The person of Christ is not “identical to the human nature,” and, 
though there was a time before he was human, there was no time before which 
that person did not exist (the original Nicene Creed precludes such a claim with its 
final anathema). Likewise, the second claim is subject to counterexample. One 
predicate truly said of the person of Christ is that he is “one person in two 
natures.” But neither the divine nor the human nature is “one person in two 
natures.” We find, then, that neither of these theses survives scrutiny. 

In fact, the notion of “communication” may be misleading here, even if it is 
the traditional language. It is not that the term goes from the nature to the person, 
as a migratory bird might go from one location to another. Rather, it is that the 
incarnate person fulfills the ontological conditions that are needful in typical 
cases to satisfy the predicate, and that very same incarnate person can be 


44 Though some Lutheran theologians have taught such communication from nature to nature; see 
Pohle (1913, 194-195) for one discussion of this. 
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referred to by terms that refer to him in virtue of his other nature. So we can use 
a subject term from one nature, since the very person referred to by that term 
satisfies the truth conditions for the predicate. It should not be thought of as 
a predicate or a property migrating from one subject, whether linguistic or 
ontological, to another. Rather, it should be thought of in terms of fulfilling 
truth conditions or not. 


5.3 Models of the Hypostatic Union 


Even if the hypostatic union is ineffable, as we saw that Conciliar Christology 
claims in Section 5.1, one could still ask whether a viable model exists for it, or 
a helpful analogy. 

Thomas Flint (2011, 71-79) draws a division between models of the incarna- 
tion that has become standard.*? On Model T: 


In becoming human, the Son or Word of God (whom Pll label W) takes on 
CHN as a part. This assumption results in a Son who combines both his 
original divine substance (D) and his created human nature (CHN). (Flint 
2011, 71) 


On Model T, the Word comes to have an additional part (or part-like thing): the 
human nature. 
On the second model, Model A: 


The Son unites himself to CHN in the Incarnation. But the composite thus 
formed is not the Son. The Son remains simply one part of the composite entity 
that results from his assuming a human nature. That composite entity, which 
(following Scotus and Leftow) we can call Christ, is a contingent thing, 
composed of another contingent entity (CHN) and of a necessary one (the 
Son). (Flint 2011, 79) 


On Model A, a contingent entity called “Christ” comes into existence, which is 
itself composed of two things — the preexistent Word and the created human 
nature. Is there reason to favor one view over the other? 

There are good reasons to prefer Model T to Model A. First is a reason based 
on the proper relata for the hypostatic union. What two things are united in the 
union? The councils say that “a union of two natures took place,” and “one and 
the same Christ, Son, Lord, only-begotten [is] acknowledged in two natures,” 
and “two different natures come together to form a unity, and from both arose 
one Christ, one Son” (Tanner 1990, 70, 86, 41, respectively). Model A has the 


45 For discussion of these two compositional models of the Incarnation, see Crisp (2011; 2016, 
chap. 6), Flint (2015), Hasker (2015), Leftow (2011, 321), and Turner (2019 n 5). 
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person of the Son, not the divine nature, as one of the relata, while Model T has 
the natures as the two relata. Score one for Model T. 

Second is a reason from the nature of personhood. On Model A, a whole (the 
contingent composite, Christ) has a person (the Word) as a part. But on the 
traditional view of personhood, explicated in Section 2.1, a person cannot be 
a part of a larger whole. Thus, Model A sits uneasily with the traditional notion 
of personhood.*° 

We might also ask about helpful analogies in addition to models. The 
Athanasian Creed (Denzinger 2002, para. 40) and the Council of Ephesus 
(Tanner 1990, 52) both use the analogy that as a man’s soul indwells his body, 
so likewise the Word indwells the human nature. Katherin Rogers (2010; 2013) 
offers an analogy based on virtual realities. A child can play a video game and in 
doing so enter and act in a virtual world through the character in the game; 
similarly, the Son, through taking up a created human nature, can enter and act 
in the created world.“ 


5.4 Conclusion 


This section presented an account of what the hypostatic union is not, then some 
discussion of what the union does. The main theological work the union does is 
ontologically undergirding the union between the two natures in one person, and 
so providing an explanation for the Communication of Idioms. The union has 
been modeled in myriad ways, including models based on a mereological 
understanding of the union, a union of body and soul, and multiple sci-fi 
analogies. 

Having discussed the ontology of the person, the natures, and their union, 
now we move on to discuss the activities of that person. 


6 The Activities of Christ 


This section focuses on the activity of Christ. What philosophical questions 
arise from this activity? The main contemporary discussions of Christ’s activ- 
ities might be grouped under three headings: with respect to his acts of will, his 
acts of intellect, and his death. 


6.1 Volitional Activities 


According to traditional teaching, as noted earlier (Section 4.2.2), Christ has 
two wills, one divine and one human. This duality of wills gives rise to 


4 For a reply to these objections to Model A, see Crisp (2011, 52-56). 
47 Hasker (2017) gives a similar example in terms of the sci-fi movie Avatar. 
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questions about what each will can do and their interrelations. Was each will 
free? Or, perhaps put differently: was the one Christ free with respect to each 
will? Moreover, given that Christ had a human will, could he sin by means of 
that human will? If not, as was traditionally believed, what implications does 
that inability to sin have on his being tempted? In this section, I consider each of 
these questions. 


6.1.1 Was Christ Free? 


The consensus in Christian thinking has been that Christ has two volitional 
powers, a divine one and a human one, and that he can will freely with each 
will.** Such an answer has led to two types of objections: objections from the 
interrelation of the wills and objections from volitional activities and 
personhood. 

Considering objections from the interrelation of the wills, one might well 
wonder here what the relations are between the two wills of Christ. The texts of 
Conciliar Christology are not silent on this issue. For instance, the Third 


Council of Constantinople (681) says: 


We proclaim equally two natural volitions or wills in him and two natural 
principles of action which undergo no division, no change, no partition, no 
confusion, in accordance with the teaching of the holy fathers. And the two 
natural wills not in opposition, as the impious heretics said, far from it, but his 
human will following, and not resisting or struggling, rather in fact subject to 
his divine and all powerful will. (Tanner 1990, 128) 


Here the human will is said to follow, be subject to, not resist, and not struggle 
against, the divine will. As Richard Swinburne (1994, 198—199) and Garrett 
Deweese (2007, 133), among others, wonder: how can a will be free in such 
a state?” 

The main question at this point is how strong the subjugation is. My 
children might follow my will in a certain thing, say, cleaning their rooms, 
without resisting or struggling. (I imagine that this is possible.) In doing 
so, they don’t render themselves unfree. What is needed for the objection 
to succeed is some reason to think that Christ’s human will is subjugated 


48 See Pawl (2019b, 119-123), Pawl and Timpe (2016), and Wessling (2013) for more discussion of 
this issue. 

2 See Pawl (2019b, 126-131) for a detailed discussion of this objection and a reply. For a critical 
discussion of Swinburne and Deweese, see Pawl (2016d, 219-220). For other discussions of 
Christ’s freedom, see Gaine (2015b, chap. 7), Hebblethwaite (2008, 68), Hick (2006, 56), 
Kereszty (2002, 392-396), McFarland (2007), McKinley (2015), Rogers (2016), and Sturch 
(1991, 29, 167). 
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in a much stronger way, as, perhaps, a hypnotized person’s will is subju- 
gated to the hypnotizer.°° 

It is true that the examples just offered — a parent and child, a hypnotizer and 
the one hypnotized — are examples of two different persons and their own 
wills, and not examples of one person with two distinct wills. This is under- 
standable, as no other example of a two-willed person exists that we can 
employ. If there is some reason to think that having two wills in a single 
person adds difficulties with respect to this objection from subjugation, above 
and beyond those found in the two-person examples employed, the reason is 
still to be given. 

What of the second variety of worries, the personhood worries? If there 
are two distinct wills, how are there not two distinct persons? The reader 
does well to remember the traditional definition of “person” employed in 
these debates. A person, as expressed in Section 2.1, is a supposit with 
a rational nature. Since, as argued in Section 4.3, the human nature does not 
fulfill the condition for being a supposit, that nature does not satisfy the 
conditions for being a person. So there are not two persons in the relevant 


sense of “person.”°! 


6.1.2 Could Christ Sin? 


The consensus answer to the question of whether Christ could sin with either of 
his wills is “no.” One might wonder how the inability to sin is consistent with 
the freedom of both of Christ’s wills. Moreover, one might also wonder how he 
could be tempted, if willing something sinful was impossible for him. 
Concerning whether Christ could sin, contemporary literature has featured 
extended discussion. The traditional teaching is that Christ is not only sinless 
but also impeccable." If he is impeccable, does that render him not omnipotent, 
owing to the fact that there is something — that is, sinning — which Christ cannot 
do?” Typically, the answer is “no”: being able to sin is not its own power, 


°° For an argument for strong subjugation from a different starting point, see Werther (2005). 


>! A reader might accuse this response of defining away the problem, rather than facing it head on. 
Such a reader does well to remember that the concept of “person” I employ here is the traditional 
understanding of it in these contexts. If the objector understands personhood differently, and so 
sees this as a devastating objection, it is the objector who is defining terms advantageously. 
I consider this worry at length in chapter 9 of Pawl (2016). See also Murray and Rea (2008, 
82-84). 

52 On the historical affirmation of impeccability, see Bavinck (2006, 314), O’Collins (1995, 281), 

Pohle (1913, 214), Schmaus (1971, 259), and Weis (2003). 

On the question of whether God can sin, see, for instance, Adams (2006, 75-79), Briimmer 

(1984), Carter (1985), Funkhouser (2006), Garcia (1987), Gellman (1977), Leftow (1989), 

Morris (1983) and Stump (2005, 102-7) 
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a power had by you but lacked by God.** To sin is to use a power poorly, but 
sinning is not its own power, and so, the typical answer goes, God’s inability to 
sin is not the lack of some power had by others. As T. J. Mawson (2018, 42) puts 
the point, the ability to sin is a liability, not a power, and so not a lack of power if 
it is missing. God, as a perfect being, has all powers and no liabilities. 

Concerning whether Christ could be tempted, again, the discussion is vast.”° 
The traditional view is that Christ could be tempted, as Scripture (e.g., Hebrews 
4:15) and the councils say, yet Christ could not sin. How can one make sense of 
such a conjunction of claims? 

One might attempt to explain the temptation of an impeccable person in 
various ways. First, one might distinguish between internal and external temp- 
tation. Christ could be externally tempted — the devil might wave a good in front 
of his nose — yet neither feel the internal, sinful impulses toward that temptation 
nor be able to succumb to them.°° In such a case, it would be true to say he is 
tempted (in the external sense) and such a temptation would not require his 
ability to sin. 

A second response is known as the epistemic response. To be tempted, on 
this view, does not require the actual ability to sin; it merely requires that one 
believe that one has the actual ability to sin.” You might be duped into 
thinking that you have the launch button for the Russian nuclear program. 
And you might feel sorely tempted to make use of that button, even though you 
don’t, in fact, have the ability to launch the missiles. This response requires 
that Christ not know of his divine status and mission, such that he mistakenly 
thinks that he is a person able to sin. Such a view is precluded by traditional 
views of Christ’s knowledge, as we see in Section 6.2.1. Nevertheless, this 
remains an open option for those not wed to the traditional views of Christ’s 
knowledge. 

A third response is to conceptualize temptation such that it doesn’t require 
either the ability to sin or even the belief that one can sin. Rather, following 


54 For more on this point, see McKinley (2009, 258), Morris (1986, 167), and Pawl (2019b, 
151-153) and the works in the previous footnote. 

55 On the questions of temptation and sin, see Canham (2000, 95), Couenhoven (2012, 406-407), 
Crisp (2007b; 2007c), Davidson (2008, 395), Erickson (1996, 562), Fisk (2007), Gaine (2015b, 
168-172), Hart (1995), King (2015, 73-76), McKinley (2009; 2011), Morris (1987, chap. 7), 
Murray and Rea (2008, 82-90), O’Collins (1995, 283-284), Pawl (2019b, chap. 6), Pelser 
(2019), Sturch (1991, 19-20), Swinburne (1994, 204-207), Ware (2013, chap. 5), Wellum 
(2016, 459-465), and Werther (1993; 2012). 

56 Both Aquinas (2013, bks. 4, lecture 1, pg 101) and Crisp (2007c, 178) argue that Christ’s 
temptations have an external source. See Murray and Rea (2008, 86) and Pawl (2019b, 
150-151) for more discussion of this view. 

57 For discussions of this view, see Bartel (1995, 154-55), Hart (1995, 41), McKinley (2009, 
239-243), Morris (1987, 147-148), O’Collins (1995, 283—284), and Pawl (2019b, 139-143). 
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some psychological discussion in the literature on temptation, we might think of 
temptation as follows: 


Temptation: An affectively charged cognitive event in which 
an object or activity that is associated with pleas- 
ure or relief of discomfort is in focal attention, yet 
the object of that desire conflicts with the person’s 
values and goals. (Pawl 2019b, 144)°* 


Here, the affectively charged “pull” of temptation need not take something 
sinful as its object. It might be the pleasure of the taste of a chocolate cake that 
is in focal attention, yet that good is seen to conflict with a distal goal — the 
goal, say, of losing weight via dieting. On this view, Christ could have the pull 
toward food in the desert, or away from the discomfort of crucifixion, and yet 
judge such pleasure or lack of discomfort as contrary to his goal of fasting or 
his plan of atonement for sinful humanity. On this psychological view, then, 
neither the ability to sin nor the belief that one can sin is a necessary condition 
for temptation. 

The tradition makes a distinction between “natural and innocent” passions 
and those that are not.°’ Some passions, such as fear, hunger, thirst, aversion, 
sadness, and so on are blameless and natural to humans. These are passions 
Christ might have, and they are a blameless basis for temptation, when under- 
stood as outlined in this section. Other passions, as discussed by Oliver Crisp 
(2007a, 176), are evil in themselves. Such vicious passions (e.g., urges to 
sexually assault others) show an imperfect character. The view under discussion 
here has it that Christ never had any such passions or appetitive pulls, and so no 
internal temptation toward them. 


6.2 Intellectual Activities 


Just as Christ’s having both a divine and a human will gives rise to questions 
concerning the states and interactions of those wills, so likewise his having both 
a divine and a human intellect raises similar questions. Christ had two faculties 
of knowing: a divine one and a human one. What did Christ know with respect 
to those intellects? When did he know it? Did such knowledge raise new 
problems for his freedom? 


58 See Hoffman et al. (2012, 1319), Kavanaugh, Andrade, and May (2005, 447), and Milyavskaya 
et al (2015, 678) for relevant psychological discussion. See Pawl (2019b, 143-51) for a detailed 
explication of the psychological view of temptation. Something similar to this view of tempta- 
tion is at work in Aquinas’s thought as well; see Gondreau (2018, 359). 

5 See Alfeyev (2012, 283) and John of Damascus (1958, 323-324). 
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6.2.1 What Did Christ Know, and When? 


Since Christ, on the traditional Christian picture, had two intellects, one divine 
and one human, the discussion of his knowledge is typically divided into the 
knowledge that he had in virtue of his divine intellect, and the knowledge that he 
had in virtue of his assumed human intellect.°° Concerning the divine intellect, 
the traditional view is that Christ was omniscient. Anything there is to be known, 
Christ knew it via his divine intellect, just as the Father and Holy Spirit do. 

Concerning his human intellect, the traditional view is that Christ had three 
types of human knowledge, in addition to his divine knowledge. He had the 
beatific vision, as the blessed in heaven do, he had infused knowledge, and he 
had acquired knowledge. Beatific knowledge is knowledge had by union, 
participation, or similarity with God.°' It is qualitatively distinct from our 
mundane forms of knowing. Infused and acquired knowledge are alike in all 
ways except cause. The difference is that infused knowledge is imparted 
directly by a divine act, whereas acquired knowledge is acquired as human 
knowledge is typically acquired. If you learn my paternal grandmother’s first 
name via my telling you, that’s acquired knowledge. If you learn it by God 
“zapping it in,” that’s infused knowledge. 

Aquinas, for just one example, posits this fourfold distinction in types of 
knowledge of Christ (see ST III. q. 9). Why include all four types? The divine 
type is easy to explain for non-kenotic thinkers. Christ retained his divine digni- 
ties when incarnate. One divine dignity is omniscience. So he remained omnisci- 
ent as he eternally was — in virtue of his divine intellect. Concerning the beatific 
knowledge, the question of whether Christ had it is more vexed, even among 
traditional Catholic thinkers.°* Typical arguments in its favor often go as follows. 
Christ is the author of salvation for humans, which consists in the beatific vision. 
But Christ cannot give a perfection that Christ does not have. So he must have it. 
Another argument comes from fittingness: it is unfitting for the source of the 
beatific vision to lack it.°* Concerning infused knowledge, Aquinas argues from 
Scripture, for instance, Colossians 2:3, which says that in Christ “are hid all the 
treasures of wisdom and knowledge.”°®° Finally, what of acquired knowledge? 


6° For discussions of Christ’s knowledge, see Denzinger (2002, 2184-2185, 2289), Gaine (2015a, 


2015b, chap. 6;), Green (2017), Loke (2013), Margerie (1980), Moloney (2000), Rosenberg 
(2010), Scarpelli (2007), and Wellum (2016, 454-459). 

For more on the mode of beatific knowledge, see Aquinas’s Compendium of Theology, 216, ST 
M q.9 a.3 ad.3, and ST M q.10 a.4 resp. 

Marge. 

For discussion of this controversy, see Weinandy (2004; 2014) and White (2005; 2016, chap. 5). 
These are both sketches of arguments that Aquinas gives. See ST III. q.9 a.2 resp.; Comp. Theol. 
216. 

® See STMI. q.9 a.3 sed contra. 


6l 
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Recall that, on the traditional doctrine, Christ has a created human soul, the same 
in type as yours or mine. Now, your soul and mine has natural activities, some of 
which are intellectual. Were Christ to lack all acquired knowledge, a standard 
activity and perfection of a human soul would be lacking in him. It would be 
there, but “offline,” so to speak. This appears unfitting to many thinkers. So, like 
typical humans, Christ could use his intellect to know things. 

How can we explain the biblical passages that seem to require ignorance of 
Christ, then? Consider, for instance, these two passages:°° 


Luke 2:52: And Jesus increased in wisdom and in stature, and in favor with 
God and man. 


Mark 13:32: [Jesus said, ] “But of that day or that hour no one knows, not even 
the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father.” 


Historically, there are three main ways to deal with such passages. 

First, a recent way of responding has been to suppose that Christ was really 
ignorant of things like when he would return. Kenotic thinkers can claim that 
Christ in no way knew when he would return, owing to the fact that he emptied 
himself of his divine knowledge. 

Second, some can claim that when Christ claimed lack of knowledge, he 
meant that he lacked knowledge in his human intellect, not that he lacked 
knowledge full stop. 

Third, and more traditional, is the attempt to deny that such passages really 
require ignorance. We find this variety of response in Cyril of Alexandria, 
Gregory the Great, John Chrysostom, Augustine, Maximus the Confessor, and 
Thomas Aquinas, to name just some thinkers who support this method of 
response.°’ Concerning the passage from Luke, Christ grew in appearance of 
or renown for wisdom and favor with God, and also in acquired knowledge. This 
growth in acquired knowledge is not a change from ignorance to knowledge; 
rather, it is coming in a new way to know something already known. Concerning 
the passage from Mark, these authors distinguish between the state of knowing 
and the revelatory act of making known. Christ here, they claim, intends to say 
that he does not make known the hour. As a parallel, some, like Aquinas (Comp. 
Theo. 242), note that God says to Abraham after the potential sacrifice of Isaac, 


66 See Archer (2017), Gaine (2015b, chap. 6), and Moloney (2000, 28-32) for additional discussion 
of these passages. 

67 For Cyril, see Bartel (1991, 35). For Augustine, see De Trinitate 1.12.23. For Aquinas’s reference 
to Chrysostom, see ST III q.10 a.2 ad 1. For Gregory, see Denzinger (2002, paragraph 248). For 
Maximus, see Moloney (2000, 46). For Aquinas’s response, see his Compendium of Theology, 
242. For Aquinas’s discussions of Luke 2:52, see: ODV q.20 a.1 sed contra; Comp. Theol. 216; 
STII q.7 a.12 obj 3 and ad 3; ST MI q.12 a.2 sed contra, resp, and ad 3; his Commentary on John, 
1:14, no. 264. For a critical discussion of Aquinas’s approach, see Maritain (1969, 50-54). 
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“Now I know that you fear God” (Gen. 22:12). Aquinas argues that this does not 
mean that God went from ignorance to knowing that Abraham feared him. 
Rather, God was declaring it made known that Abraham feared him. 


6.2.2 Christ’s Knowledge and Freedom 


Supposing that Christ had knowledge by means of his human intellect of all future 
contingent states — a view Aquinas claimed was held by everyone (Aquinas 1954, 
ODY q.8 a.4 resp) — difficulties arise concerning freedom, both his and ours. 

Concerning our freedom, some of the most common responses to the problem 
of foreknowledge and freedom fail to generalize if Christ had such knowledge. 
For instance, open theism, the view that the future is open and so not knowable, 
fails as a solution. It fails because, on supposition, Christ does know the future. In 
addition, the Eternity Solution, the view that God knows things atemporally and 
so does not know them as foreknowledge, fails as well. For even if the divine 
knowledge is atemporal, Christ’s infused human knowledge is in the past.°* 
A third potential response to this problem is to understand our freedom as 
consistent with determinism, as the Compatibilists do. On such a view, deriving 
that we couldn’t do otherwise than what we do at any time wouldn’t imply our 
lack of freedom. A fourth response is to note that Christ’s infused knowledge is of 
the same type as our knowledge. But what we know is made to be true by how the 
world is, not vice versa. So likewise, Christ’s human knowledge is explained by 
how the world is, not vice versa. You have control over Christ’s past human 
knowledge, insofar as you have control over what you do, and it is because of 
what you do that Christ knows what he knows, not vice versa.°” 

Concerning Christ’s freedom, there are three problems to consider. First is the 
issue of whether the beatific vision removes freedom, insofar as, traditionally 
conceived, it prohibits the choice of sin in the blessed in heaven. Is Christ’s 
freedom thus constrained by his beatific knowledge? Provided that there is at 
least one account of the freedom of the redeemed whereby they have the beatific 
vision, are free, and cannot sin, this objection will fail. Such accounts appear in 
the contemporary philosophical literature. ’° 

Second, one might think that freedom requires deliberation, but that someone 
with perfect knowledge of what he will do cannot deliberate about his future 


68 For more on this point, see Pawl (2019b, chap. 7). For recent discussions of the Eternity Solution, 


see Cobreros (2016), Leftow (1991; 2009), Rota (2010), Stump and Kretzmann (1981; 1991), 
and Zagzebski (1991). For recent discussions of open theism, see Hasker (1998), Oord, Hasker 
and Zimmerman (2011), Rhoda (2007; 2008; 2011), Sanders (1998), and Tuggy (2007). 

To see this response worked out in more detail, see Pawl (2019b, chap. 7) 

For more on the freedom of the blessed in heaven, see Brown (2015), Cowan (2011), Henderson 
(2014; 2016), Pawl and Timpe (2009; 2013; 2016; 2017), and Tamburro (2014). 
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actions. No one can take as a deliberative option something he is positive he will 
not do. And Christ is positive that he will not do anything but exactly what he 
does. So he has no alternative deliberative options. So he cannot deliberate. So 
he is not free. Does foreknowledge ruin deliberation and so ruin freedom? In 
response, one might deny that deliberation is required for all acts of freedom. 
Rather, deliberation is required for cases of ignorance about what one ought to 
do. Christ does not fulfill that condition. So he need not deliberate to be free.”! 

Third, it is impossible for explanation to be symmetric — that is, A can’t explain 
B and also B explain A. But, if Christ knew the future, it would be at least possible 
for him to look to that future knowledge to determine what to do. That is, he could 
reason, “I know I act perfectly always, and so I can look forward to what I will do 
to see what I should do in this situation.” If that were even possible, then it would 
be possible for his future knowledge to explain his past actions. But his past 
actions explain his future knowledge. So it would be possible for explanation to 
be symmetric — for his knowledge of his future actions to explain his past acting 
(given foreknowledge), and for his past acting to explain his knowledge of his 
future actions (since reality grounds truth). Thus, his foreknowledge of his own 
future actions implies that something impossible (symmetric explanation) is 
possible. That’s contradictory. So he must not have foreknowledge of his own 
future actions. In response, one can distinguish types of explanation. True, no two 
things can explain each other in the same way. But if Christ’s knowledge of his 
future actions is explanatorily prior in a motivational sense to his act, and his 
acting is explanatorily prior in a grounding the truth of sense, then we do not have 
a vicious explanatory circle here.” 


6.3 Death and Descent 


Many activities of Christ have not received careful attention in contemporary 
philosophy of religion or analytic theology, for instance, his dual nativities, as 
Second Constantinople refers to them (from the Father, and from Mary), his 
miracles, his resurrection, his ascension, his two energies (as Third Constantinople 
defines), etc. Two activities that have received some attention are his death and his 
descent into hell. As such, this section focuses on those two events. 

How does one explain, ontologically speaking, what happens in Christ’s 
death? The standard scholastic answer runs as follows. Christ had both a soul 
and a body. At death, his soul and his body separated, but the component parts of 
his human nature remained united to the divine nature, though not to each other. 
In virtue of that remaining union of the parts of the human nature to the divine 


71 For a discussion of the problem of deliberation, see Pawl (2014c; 2019b, chap. 8). 
” For more discussion of the problem of explanatory priority, see Pawl (2014b; 2019b, chap. 8). 
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nature, that which the component parts undergo can still rightly be said of 
Christ. So, for instance, it is true that he was buried, since his human body was 
buried. And it is true that he descended into hell, at least on these medieval 
accounts and on the traditional view of the earlier theologians, since his human 
soul descended into hell. At the resurrection, those parts of the human nature 
were knit together again, and so Christ was an integrated human being again 
thereafter. ’* 


6.4 Conclusion 


This section has charted the current discussions on the activities of Christ in 
analytic philosophy of religion. As noted, various areas remain underdeveloped 
in these literatures. The main areas of discussion concern Christ’s knowing, 
willing, and death. On the traditional view, he was free with respect to both 
wills, though he could not sin. Traditionally, he knew everything with the divine 
intellect and all created things with his human intellect, though this did not 
negatively affect his freedom or ours. His death has traditionally been explained 
as the separation of his body and soul, and his resurrection explained as their 
being rejoined. 


7 The Fundamental Philosophical Problem 


The doctrine of the Incarnation faces an objection of obvious, odious contradic- 
tion. For, as found in the writings stemming from the ecumenical councils and in 
the work of many of the most influential Christian theologians, it affirms appar- 
ently contradictory predicates of Christ. As Richard Cross puts the objection: 


[T]he fundamental philosophical problem specific to the doctrine is this: how 
is it that one and the same thing could be both divine (and thus, on the face of 
it, necessary, and necessarily omniscient, omnipotent, eternal, immutable, 
impassible, and impeccable) and human (and thus, on the face of it, have the 
complements of all these properties)? (Cross 2011, 453) 


Christ is immutable and mutable, impassible and passible, filling all creation 
and located at the bosom of Mary, etc. How could one make sense of such 
claims?”* 


73 For current discussion on this issue, see Jaeger (2017), Jaeger and Sienkiewicz (2018), Nevitt 
(2016), and Turner (2017; 2019). 

™ A brief sampling of other discussions of this problem includes: Adams (2006, 121-123; 2009, 
242-243), Arcadi (2018), Davis (2006, 116), Dawson (2004, 161-162), Evans (2006a, 13), 
Feenstra (2006, 142-144), Gordon (2016, 64), Gorman (2000a; 2011; 2014; 2016; 2017, 
chap. 6), Hebblethwaite (2008, 60), Hick (1989, 415; 2006, 66-70), Hill (2012, 3), Kelly 
(1994), Klima (1984), Labooy (2019), Leftow (2011, 316), Le Poidevin (2009b, 704), Loke 
(2009, 51; 2011, 493-494), Macquarrie (1990), Moreland and Craig (2003, 597), Morris (1987, 
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7.1 A Statement of the Problem 


Focusing on just one instance of the problem, we can state it this way:”° 


1. Anything divine is impassible. (assume) 

2. Anything human is passible. (assume) 

3. Nothing can be both passible and impassible. (assume) 

4. Christ is divine and human. (orthodox Christology) 
5. Christ is both passible and impassible. (from 1, 2, 4) 


6. Contradiction! (from 3, 5) 


We have seen in previous sections that 4 is a requirement of Conciliar 
Christology. For just one example, the Nicene Creed states that Jesus Christ is 
both God and human; he is “true god” and “became human” (Tanner 1990, 5). In 
Section 3, we have seen that the Christology of the ecumenical councils affirms 
Christ’s impassibility. We’ve seen in Sections 2 and 4 the need for claiming that 
Christ was passible. He suffered at the hands of others, after all. And even if the 
evidence in Sections 2, 3, and 4 is insufficient to show that anything human is 
passible or anything divine is impassible, the premises themselves are stronger 
than we need. We only need the premises that Christ himself is impassible and 
passible. 

The proponent of orthodox Christology has reason to accept 1, 2, and 4 from 
the conciliar texts. Even if there’s some reason to deny 1 or 2, there’s still 
independent reason to accept Sub-conclusion 5. For just a brief summary of 
reasons from influential theologians and conciliar texts, consider the following. 
Athanasius says “that Christ ‘suffered and did not suffer’” (Anatolios 2004, 70). 
Aquinas approvingly quotes John of Damascus: 


All the properties of the human, just as of the Divine Nature, may be 
predicated equally of Christ. Hence Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 4) 
that “Christ Who [is] God and Man, is called created and uncreated, passible 
and impassible.” (ST II q.16 a.8 ad.2) 


Finally, and perhaps most forcefully for those interested in affirming the 
orthodox faith concerning the Incarnation, the Fourth Council of 
Constantinople says of the seventh ecumenical council: 


We also know that the seventh, holy and universal synod, held for the second 
time at Nicaea, taught correctly when it professed the one and same Christ as 
both invisible and visible lord, incomprehensible and comprehensible, 


chap. 1; 2009), Pawl (2014a; 2015; 2016b; 2016d, chaps. 4-7; 2018), Riches (2016, 5, 166), 
Senor (2002, 221), Spence (2008, 16), Stump (1989; 2004; 2005, chap. 14), Sturch (1991, chaps. 
2, 12), Vallicella (2002), Van Inwagen (1998, secs. 2—4), and Wellum (2016, 446-455). 

75 Here I present the argument as I did in Pawl (2015) and summarize the findings from that article 
and from chapters 4—7 of Pawl (2016). 
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unlimited and limited, incapable and capable of suffering [impassibilem 
etiam et passibilem], inexpressible and expressible in writing. (Tanner 
1990, 162) 


Conciliar Christology requires the affirmation of apparently inconsistent predi- 
cates of Christ. That said, not everyone who discusses the Fundamental Problem 
feels bound to the conciliar texts. As such, a variety of solutions exists to this 
problem, some consistent with the conciliar texts, some not. In the remainder of 
this section, I discuss responses to this problem with an eye to which premise 
they deny. 


7.2 Response 1: Revise Standard Logic 


Such a response might go in two ways.” One might reject the validity of some 
inference forms, or one might reject the standard notion of identity, opting 
instead for relative identity. 


7.2.1 Reject Classical Logic 


The rejection of classical logic subdivides, depending on whether the rejected 
inference forms are meant to curtail the derivation of a contradiction, or whether 
they are meant to stop the spread of contradictions that are accepted. Along the 
first divide, one might accept the premises, but reject the universality of some 
inference form that allows the conclusion of a contradiction in the first place. 
Along the second, one might accept the truth of the contradictory conclusion, 
but reject the rules required for the contradiction to spread and ruin everything 
(this is sometimes called explosion, with good reason). I discuss each in turn 
here. 

First, one might accept the claims of the argument but reject some inference 
to the contradiction, either the inference to 5 or the final inference to 6. For 
instance, Martin Luther (1971, 256) writes in a disputation that “there are 
syllogisms that are valid in logic, but not in theology.” Such a move, if viable, 
would allow him to avoid the derivation of a contradiction at the cost of 
rejecting the universality of some common inference rules (Cf. Dahms 
1978, 375). 

Second, one might accept the conclusion, but reject the problematic conse- 
quences by limiting the entailment relations allowed in the Christological 
domain of discourse. Yes, Christ has both complementary predicates apt of 
him. What we have here is a contradiction. It is true that a proposition is true and 
that very same proposition, at the very same time, in the very same respect, is 


76 Let “standard logic” name classical logic plus an absolute identity relation. 
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false. But logic is such that we cannot derive from that contradiction just 
anything. This view rejects the validity of the Law of the Excluded Middle. 
Such a response allows the contradiction but precludes the spread of the 
contradiction. The work of Jc Beall (2019) is the best place to look for this 
strategy.” 


7.2.2 Accept Relative Identity 


The relative identity strategy contends that some — often all — identity claims are 
incomplete without a sortal, a type, under which the two things are identical. 
“Clark Kent is Superman” is an incomplete claim it is similar to “Edith is to the 
left of.” What is needed in each case is another term: Clark is the same person as 
Superman; Edith is to the left of Agnes. Importantly for the relative identity 
theorist, two things can be the same x without being the same y. In addition, as 
Peter van Inwagen (1998) shows, Leibniz’s Law fails if relative identity is true. 
That is, A and B can be the same x and A have a feature without B having that 
feature. This is relevant to the Fundamental Problem, since the human-natured 
thing can be passible, and the human-natured thing can be the same person as 
the divine-natured thing, without the divine-natured thing being passible. 
Thus, the inference to 5, which says that one and the same thing is both 
passible and impassible, is fallacious, given relative identity. Some people 
claim that relative identity is necessary for the doctrine of the Trinity — the 
Father and the Son are the same God, but they are not the same person.” If this 
is so, then by accepting the relative identity solution here the Christian does not 
incur any additional costs, as they will already have been paid for the doctrine of 
the Trinity.” 


7.2.3 The Traditional Assumption of Standard Logic 


The vast majority of theological authors accept the classical entailment rela- 
tions, as we can see from their discussions of their opponents’ views. Very often 
the giants of theological discourse argue against their opponents by pointing out 
the entailments of their views, then reasoning that, since these entailments are 
false, the opponents’ views must be as well. Such argumentation requires the 


77 T discuss this strategy and objections to it in more detail in Pawl (2019a). I thank Beall for his 
helpful discussion on this strategy. 

78 The logic of this solution is difficult. To see it worked out carefully, see Baber (2015; 2016; 
2019), Conn (2012), and Jedwab (2015; 2018). To see some objections to relative identity in 
a Trinitarian context, see Rea (2003). 

™ My thanks to Joseph Jedwab for his patient help in understanding the relative identity response to 
the Fundamental Problem. 
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use of some inference forms that Luther and Beall (for different reasons) would 
want to preclude from the Christological domain. 

In what follows, I employ classical logic. I again point the reader to the work 
of Beall (2019), though, to see how one could answer the Fundamental Problem 
by revising logic (or, perhaps as he would say, by realizing the proper extent of 
logic). I also assume an absolute identity relation. 


7.3 Response 2: Deny Some Predicates of Christ 


On the assumption of classical logic, no one should affirm a contradiction. So, 
everyone, friend or foe of Conciliar Christology, will need to deny some 
premise of the argument given in Section 7.1. One can deny the relevant 
predicates of Christ in at least four ways. One could (1) categorically deny all 
the divine predicates, (2) categorically deny all the human predicates, (3) 
categorically deny some mixture of predicates, such that one predicate from 
each allegedly contradictory pair is denied, or (4) deny some mixture of the 
predicates at some time or other, such that one predicate from each pair is denied 
for all times, though not necessarily the same predicate at each time. 


7.3.1 Deny All Divine Predicates 


The proponent of the view under discussion here denies that Christ is divine, 
and so denies 4, and is thus not required to affirm 5 or the contradictory 6. 
Someone with such a view could affirm that Christ is a mere human, 
perhaps a charlatan who deceived his disciples. Or Christ could still be an 
important divine messenger, yet a messenger that is not God — at least not God 
in the sense meant in traditional Christian doctrine, and so need not have the 
divine attributes. In either case, the councils are massively wrong in the 
orthodox teaching concerning Christ. One finds this view — that Christ has 
a special theological status but is not God — discussed under the title 
“Arianism” in the early church. This view, while it resolves the contradiction, 
is inconsistent with Conciliar Christology, insofar as Conciliar Christology 


requires the divinity of the God-man.*° 


7.3.2 Deny All Human Predicates 


The logic of this maneuver is similar to the logic of the previous response. Such 
a thinker denies 4, due to denying the second conjunct, that Christ is human. If 
all specifically human predicates are denied, then “human” is denied of Christ, 
and so the second conjunct of Premise 4 is false. In such a case, Christ only 


80 See Hick (2006) for more on this approach. 
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appeared to have the human attributes. He only appeared to be passible, for 
instance. 

Such a view, so far as I know, has no current or even recent defenders in the 
philosophical discussions of the Incarnation (in fact, even calling it an 
Incarnation is faulty on this view). One finds this view — that Christ only 
appeared to become human — discussed under the title “Docetism” (see 
Section 4.2.1). This view is inconsistent with Conciliar Christology, insofar as 
Conciliar Christology requires the humanity of the God-man. 


7.3.3 Deny Some Mixture of Predicates at All Times 


This type of response has many advocates today. The idea can be pictured as 
follows. One can make a list of all of the pairs of allegedly contradictory 
attributes that a God-man would have. Then, one goes through each pair, 
crossing off one or the other of the two attributes, such that no pair has both 
predicates left at the end of the excising. For instance, perhaps God need not be 
impassible. Thus, Premise 1 is false. In another case, perhaps humans need not 
really be limited in power, and so the Fundamental Problem constructed with 
“omnipotent” and “limited in power” as the allegedly contradictory pair has 
a false second premise. And so on. For every pair, at least one of the attributes 
fails to be implied by being divine or by being human. 

Scholars can use two main methods, always in tandem, to work this strategy. 
(To do either alone would be to fall back into the previous two strategies 
discussed.) The first is to weaken or eliminate some of the divine attributes 
associated with classical theism. On such a view, it is false that God must be 
impassible, immutable, eternal, and simple (or false that God is any of these 
ways in a robust, problematic sense), and so any form of the Fundamental 
Problem that includes those attributes has a false first premise. 

The second step is to make a distinction going back at least to St. John of 
Damascus (676-749), but more recently revitalized by Thomas Morris. The 


Damascene writes: 


The whole He, then is perfect God, but not exclusively God, because He is not 
only God but also man. Likewise, the whole He is perfect man, but not 
exclusively man, because He is not only man but also God.*! 


Morris (1987, 65—67) makes the same distinction with the terms merely (for 
exclusively) and fully (for perfect). Armed with this distinction, one turns to the 
Fundamental Problem with an eye toward distinguishing the second premise. 
Yes, the responder says, it is true that anything mere/y human is, say, limited in 


81 This quotation is taken, with slight modification, from John of Damascus (2000, 283). 
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knowledge or power. But, the responder continues, it is false that anything fully 
human is limited in knowledge or power. Similarly, it is true that anything 
merely divine is impassible, but false that anything fully divine is impassible. Of 
course, it is the fully claim that the objector needs for this argument to apply to 
Christ. After all, the merely interpretation of the premise would itself preclude 
the truth of Premise 4, that Christ is both God and human — being merely human 
implies not being both human and divine. Were the proponent of the 
Fundamental Problem to employ the merely premise, the argument’s premises 
would contradict one another, and so the argument would be unsound. 

To summarize: consider the cases of the Fundamental Problem in which one 
means to excise the human predicate. Armed with the distinction between 
merely human and fully human, those instances of the Fundamental Problem 
can be put in two ways, depending on how one understands the second premise. 
On the merely reading, the truth of the second premise contradicts the truth of 
the fourth premise, and so the argument is unsound. On the fully reading, this 
response claims that the second premise is false, and so the argument is 
unsound. Thus, the argument is unsound. 

What to make of this strategy? In the end, even if there were a consistent, 
uniform manner of applying this strategy in solving the Fundamental 
Problem, there’s still the fact that such a move leaves the contradiction in 
place for many who affirm the doctrine of the Incarnation. Very many 
defenders of the Incarnation take it as a given that the texts cited in 
Section 7.1, in which Christ is predicated by apparently incompatible 
predicates, as well as many other texts from the councils and theologians, 
are to be believed. So, even if there were grounds for denying Premise 1 or 
Premise 2 for each presentation of the Fundamental Problem, the traditional 
texts preclude simply ruling out the apparently incompatible predications of 
Christ. Christ must remain both passible and impassible, for instance, on 
this view. Assuming the truth of Premise 3, which this solution does nothing 
to challenge, the proponent of traditional Christianity still faces 
a contradiction. For this large swath of past and present proponents of the 
Incarnation, one must look elsewhere for a reply. 

In addition, some varieties of this solution appear to collapse into the 
following solution (Section 7.3.4). To see why, consider the Word pre- 
Incarnation. He is then both merely and fully divine, and so, on this response, 
he is impassible (since “anything merely divine is impassible” is conceded on 
this view). Once incarnate, he is fully but not merely divine. Once incarnate, he 
is not impassible — were he still impassible, we would not have avoided his 
being both passible and impassible in the incarnation, and so this view would 
not have resolved the contradiction. Thus, this solution looks to require the 
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predications concerning Christ to change their truth value at different times, as 
the next solution claims. 


7.3.4 Deny Different Predicates at Different Times 


Suppose one wanted to accept that Christ had both of the apparently incompat- 
ible attributes. How might one go about doing so? One might claim he had them, 
but not at the same time or in the same respect. Or, one might deny their 
incompatibility full stop, even at the same time in the same respect. This section 
canvasses each option, starting in this section with the claim that Christ had the 
apparently incompatible predicates, but not at the same time. 

The kenotic view takes its lead from a passage of Scripture.** Paul writes in 
Philippians 2:6—8 that Christ: 


who, though he was in the form of God, did not regard equality 
with God as something to be exploited, 

but emptied himself, taking the form of a slave, being born in 
human likeness. And being found in human form, 

he humbled himself and became obedient to the point of death — 
even death on a cross. (NRSV) 


This self-emptying — kenosis — is the impetus for the kenotic view. While 
kenotic Christology ought not to be seen as merely a response to the Fundamental 
Problem, it has been used as one such response, in the following way. 

It is true, says the kenotic opponent of the Fundamental Problem, that 
anything that is divine is immutable or impassible at some point. And true, 
anything human is limited in knowledge and power at some point. But, 
importantly, these might not be the same times. And, if not the same times, 
then Christ’s being impassible and passible or being omnipotent and limited in 
power are no more contradictory than your being seated at one time and 
standing at another. What the Fundamental Problem would have to show, 
and what its kenotic opponent would fight hard to deny, is that Christ must 
have both attributes at the same time. In summary: the first two premises need 
an “at some time” modifier added to them, and the last three lines of the 
Fundamental Problem need “at the same time” modifiers added to them. Once 
the temporal modification is made explicit, the contradiction is no longer 
derivable. 

This theory faces some objections. First, is there a time at which Christ is both 
incarnate and no longer self-emptying? Many have claimed there is. The 
doctrine of the exaltation claims that after his resurrection, Christ is glorified 


82 For more on kenosis, see Archer (2017), Crisp (2007b, chap. 5), Davis (2011), Evans (2006a), 
Feenstra (2006), Le Poidevin (2009b, sec. 6; 2013), Senor (2011), and Thompson (2006). 
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to his rightful place, bearing all his divine majesty and attributes. At that point, 
Christ is still human, yet he is exalted to his former status. If the doctrine of the 
exaltation is true, then kenotic Christology will not provide a universal answer 
to the Fundamental Problem. For there will be some time, any post-exaltation 
time, at which Christ has all the attributes humans must have in addition to the 
attributes of which he supposedly emptied during his earthly mission.*? 

Second, depending on how one understands kenotic Christology, it can 
appear inconsistent with Conciliar Christology.** For the conciliar texts teach 
that Christ, even when incarnate, retained the very divine attributes kenotic 
thinkers look to deny of him during his Incarnation. Cyril writes of Christ that, 
while a baby, “he filled the whole of creation and was fellow ruler with him who 
begot him” (Tanner 1990, 51). And Leo, discussing the very text from 
Philippians 2, says that “that self-emptying whereby the invisible rendered 
himself visible, and the Creator and Lord of all things chose to join the ranks 
of mortals, spelled no failure of power” (Tanner 1990, 78). Christ’s power is not 
diminished, according to Leo, even though he becomes a baby. This teaching — 
that Christ, even while united completely to the human nature in the Incarnation, 
remained with the Father in heaven, ruling all of creation — was given the 
pejorative name the extra calvinisticum (roughly, “that extra thing Calvin 
added”), in later Protestant polemics.*° 


7.4 Response 3: “Qua” Responses 


The previous section, 7.3.4, focused on a response to the Fundamental Problem 
that granted the incompatibility of the predicates in question (e.g., impassible 
and passible) when had at the same time and in the same respect, but it denied 
that the predicates were apt at the same time. This section focuses on a family of 
strategies that accepts that Christ was both, for instance, passible and impass- 
ible, at the same time, but denies that he was both in the same respect, and so 
denies the actual incompatibility. 

Put in terms of the argument presented in Section 7.1, this strategy, as the 
previous one, claims that Premise 3 is incompletely stated. It should state that 
nothing can be both passible and impassible at the same time, in the same 
respect. To derive a contradiction, then, Sub-conclusion 5 would have to say 
that Christ is passible and impassible at the same time, in the same respect 
(henceforth, I drop the “at the same time” clause, as it is not germane to this 


83 For a more in-depth discussion of kenoticism and the exaltation, see Evans (2006b, 200-202), 
Feenstra (1989, 144-149), and Pawl (2016d, 114-115). 

84 For this argumentation spelled out in more detail, see Pawl (2016d, chap. 5, sect V.b.). 

85 For the history of the use of the term, see Willis (1966, 8-25). For more recent work on the extra 
calvinisticum, see Gordon (2016) and McGinnis (2014). 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 180.252.132.210, on 30 Sep 2020 at 12:51:14, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781 108558341 


The Incarnation 45 


response to the argument). The proponent of this solution denies Sub- 
conclusion 5 so revised. How? 

A common mode of speech, found in the ecumenical councils, says that 
Christ is one way according to his human nature and an apparently incompat- 
ible way according to his divine nature. For instance, Christ is impassible 
according to his divinity and is passible according to his humanity. This 
“according to” phrase is often left untranslated as “qua.” So, for instance, 
Christ, qua human, is limited in space, but Christ, qua divine, is omnipresent. 
Moreover, it is false that Christ, qua human, is omnipresent, and it is false that 
Christ, qua divine, is limited in space. As such, the revised Sub-conclusion 5, 
which requires that Christ be passible and impassible in the same respect, is 
false. What to make of this solution to the Fundamental Problem? 

It is a good opening move in response to the Fundamental Problem, but, 
spelled out only this far, it is unsatisfactory. An analogy will make the unsatis- 
factory nature of the response clear. Suppose that I told you that, against every 
prior expectation, I had succeeded in drawing a shape that is both a square and 
acircle.*° You would be rightly incredulous. You’d likely say something like the 
following: 


A necessary condition for being a circle is that the shape have all its points 
equidistant from a center point. And a necessary condition for being a square 
is that the shape have four 90-degree angles and four straight lines of equal 
length. No one shape can fulfill both those necessary conditions. So no one 
shape can be both a square and a circle. You must be mistaken. 


Now, suppose I responded to you by noting that you’re right concerning the 
necessary conditions. Nothing can have those features in the same respect. But 
you’ve overlooked that the shape I’ve drawn has all its points equidistant from 
a center point according to its circularity, or qua circle, and that it has four 
straight lines and four 90-degree angles according to its squareness, or qua 
square. 

Are all your worries now alleviated? Likely not. In fact, now we have 
additional quandaries. What does it mean for one single shape to have incon- 
sistent features in these different respects? If we were to look at it, would we 
see four angles or not? Without further analysis, this method of solution to 
both the Fundamental Problem and the Square Circle Problem (as we might 
call it) is incomplete and unhelpful. It is no surprise, then, that contemporary 


86 Here I borrow an analogy Hick (1977, 178) makes concerning the coherence of orthodox 
Christology. See also the clever work of Angere (2017), though, who argues that there can be 
square circles, and, in fact, that it is “quite likely that there are square circles in the universe” 
(88). Angere includes a figure, Figure 4, on page 86, which shows a square circle (note: it looks 
like a square and not like a circle). 
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authors who consider this solution often charge it with “muddying the waters” 
(Morris 1987, 49).8” 

For this reason, it behooves the proponent of this strategy to say more about 
what exactly the “qua human” or “qua divine” modifier is doing in the solution. 
Elsewhere I’ve distinguished four things the “qua” might be doing, then sub- 
divided two of them, for a total of six qua strategies.** Here I add a seventh 
“qua” strategy. There is no space in this Element to provide a complete treat- 
ment of these strategies (for that, look at chapter 6 of Pawl (2016d), which itself 
is two-thirds the length of the body of this Element). Here we must be content 
with a brief summary of the strategies. 

Most generally, the strategies can be distinguished by what the “qua” modi- 
fies. It could modify the whole of the assertion or a part. If just a part, then, since 


39 ce 


there are three parts — “Christ,” “is,” “(im)passible” — there are three ways to 
modify a part with the “qua.” It could modify the subject of the assertion 
(“Christ-qua-divine”), the copula (‘‘is-qua-divine”), or the predicate 
(“[im]passible-qua-divine”).® The remainder of this section discusses each of 
these options. While each option modifies something different, the argumenta- 
tive goal is the same. The goal is to revise Premises 3 and 5, claiming that, 
understood in the same sense, they are not both true. That is, they all aim to 


replace 3 and 5 with the following: 


3*. Nothing can be both passible and impassible in the same respect. 
5*. Christ is both passible and impassible in the same respect. 


3* and 5* are together contradictory. Each qua theory discussed in what follows 
provides some way to deny 5*, and so to deny that a contradiction has been 
derived. 


7.4.1 Modifying the Assertion 


This first understanding of the “qua” modifier takes it to modify the whole 
assertion: Qua divine, Christ is impassible. The “qua” clause serves to point out 
that in virtue of which the subject has the predicate. It is because Christ is divine 
that he is impassible. 

Scholars have rightly criticized this understanding in the literature. For if 
something is a certain way because it is another — if S is P because it is N — then it 
follows that S is P. If I am warm-blooded because I am human, then I am warm- 


87 See also Van Inwagen (1998, sec. 4) and Holland (2012, 74) for criticisms of the qua move. 

88 See Pawl (2015; 2016b; 2016b, chap. 6). 

®© For more on divisions of qua clauses, see Adams (2009), Back (1997; 2008, 84-87), Cross 
(2005, 193-199; 2011, 455-456), Labooy (2019), Morris (1987, 48-49), and Senor (2002, 
229-33). 
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blooded. But then, we haven’t avoided the contradiction between Premises 3 
and 5 after all. The qua-modified assertion implies the non-qua-modified asser- 
tion with which we started. Those non-qua-modified assertions, though, the 
qua-strategist grants, cannot be true of the same thing at the same time. Since, on 
this strategy, the qua modification that was intended to get the predicates apt of 
Christ in different respects collapses back into the non-qua-modified, problematic 
claims, we are no closer to solving the Fundamental Problem. 

A novel understanding of modifying the assertion, one that does not fall prey 
to the previous objection, has recently been put forward by Beall and Henderson 
(2019). Their view takes seriously the prima facie fact that the qua locutions are 
sentential operators, modifying the assertion into a different assertion. On this 
view, the qua modifiers serve to designate in which “story” about Christ the qua- 
modified propositions are true. It is true in the divine story that Christ is 
impassible, but true in the human story that he is passible. And, importantly, 
stories cannot be combined (they call it “unionized” [2019, 160]) into a single, 
larger story. The truth of “Christ is impassible in the divine story” does not, on 
this view, imply that “Christ is impassible” full stop; S is P qua N does not imply 
S is P. And one cannot derive from “S is P qua N1” and “S is not-P qua N2” that 
“S is P and not-P.” Thus, one cannot derive 6. Instead, one derives Christ is 
impassible in the divine story and Christ is passible in the human story. That is 
not contradictory, according to this solution. 

This solution has some costs. It requires that unionizing true stories 
about the same individual is not universally valid. It requires that it is not 
universally valid to derive a true, qua-unadorned statement about a person 
from a true story about that person. And it requires that both “Christ is 
impassible” is not true and “Christ is not impassible” is not true (Beall and 
Henderson 2019, 166). These considerations are not news to the authors, 
who carefully consider nine objections to the view in their article, includ- 
ing some of these objections. 


7.4.2 Modifying the Subject 


The second understanding of the “qua” modifier takes it to modify the subject: 
Christ-qua-divine is impassible. The “qua” serves to disambiguate the subject of 
the predicate. It is Christ-qua-divine that is impassible; it is Christ-qua-human 
that is passible. Which premise or inference of the Fundamental Problem would 
the proponent of this strategy challenge? Again, it would revise Premise 3 to 
include an in the same respect clause, and it would say that Premise 5 is false — 
Christ, the one person, is not both passible and impassible in the same respect. 
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The thing, Christ-qua-human, is passible; the thing, Christ-qua-divine, is 
impassible. 

To see the problems with this view, consider the relations between the 
subjects of the predications so far discussed: Christ, Christ-qua-divine, and 
Christ-qua-human. Are any of these three identical with one another? Either 
they are identical or they are not. What follows is a proof by cases. 

Suppose that they all name the same entity. At least two problems arise. First, 
if a and b are identical, anything true of a is true of b and vice versa.” So, if 
Christ-qua-divine is identical to Christ-qua-human, then, since Christ-qua- 
divine is impassible, it follows that Christ-qua-human is impassible. But 
that’s false — Christ-qua-human is not impassible. 

Second, if they are all identical (in the nonrelativistic sense), then this 
solution does not solve the contradiction after all. This solution is premised 
on the acceptance of the two attributes being incompatible when said of the 
same thing at the same time in the same respect. And it attempted to resolve the 
Fundamental Problem by noting that these predicates were not said in the same 
respect, since, really, they were not said of the same thing. But then, if the next 
move were to identify the subjects, subjects differentiated to avoid contradic- 
tion, then we haven’t made any headway in solving the Fundamental Problem. 
I think the strategy must therefore require some real distinction between at least 
two of the subjects discussed. 

Suppose, then, for the other case in our proof by cases, that there are at least 
two separate entities among the three. In such a case, perhaps one could stop 
both allegedly contradictory predicates from spreading to one subject. Here too 
the view faces problems. 

First, it seems contrary to the Communication of Idioms (see Section 5.2). 
Christ’s human nature exists in a manner that would typically make a person 
with a human nature be passible. And his divine nature exists in a manner that 
would typically make a person with that divine nature be impassible. The 
Communication of Idioms would imply that the one person is both passible 
and impassible, then. But this view must deny that implication on pain of 
reinstating the contradiction. 

Second, this view sits poorly with Conciliar Christology, which requires both 
the divine and human attributes to be said of one and the same person. As just 
one instance of many, Cyril says in his third letter to Nestorius, “in thinking 
rightly, we refer both the human and divine expressions to the same person” 
(Tanner 1990, 55). If this qua strategy were to allow the predication of both 


°° The conditional in this sentence is sometimes referred to as Leibniz s Law. To see a response that 
rejects the use of Leibniz’s Law, see the relative identity response in Section 7.2.2. 
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expressions to the one person, it would have no means by which to claim that the 
(allegedly) contradictory predicates do not imply a contradiction.”! 


7.4.3 Modifying the Copula 


The third understanding of the “qua” modifier takes it to modify the copula of 
the assertion: Christ is-qua-divine impassible, or, put otherwise, Christ is- 
divinely impassible.” The “qua” serves to disambiguate the different copulas 
involved in the assertions. The opponent of the Fundamental Problem who 
prefers this strategy will claim that while it is true that the predicates cannot be 
apt of Christ at the same time in the same respect, it is false that they are apt of 
Christ in the same respect, and so Premise 5, when revised as 5*, is false. Christ 
is-divinely impassible and the very same Christ is-humanly passible. 

This strategy for answering the Fundamental Problem can be subdivided in 
two ways. It could be that there are different copulas — is-divinely, is-humanly, 
is-bovinely, etc. — for each kind of thing that there is. Or, it could be that there is 
only a single copula with a variable built into it — is-xly — and the difference 
between the Christological claims comes down to what one substitutes in for x. 
Since the latter includes a variable for which one can substitute in nature types, 
we can call that the substitutional copula view. Since the former includes no 
variables, but rather a plethora of different copulas, we can call that the non- 
substitutional copula view.” Consider each. 

The non-substitutional copula view requires multiple copulas, minimally, 
is-divinely and is-humanly. Limiting the number of copulas to two, though, 
would imply that we couldn’t say anything about anything aside from humans 
and the divine. “Fido is a dog” is true, but that “is” cannot be the divine or 
human copula. It seems, then, that for any type of thing, there must be 
a distinct copula for it. Is there, in addition to these narrow copulas, 
a universal copula as well? The non-substitutional theorist should deny the 
existence of a universal copula. For, were there such a thing, an inference from 
“Christ is-divinely impassible” to “Christ is impassible” would seem war- 
ranted. If it weren’t, in what sense would the copula be universal? If one 
couldn’t go from the particular to the universal copula, then, since everything 
is of some type, there would be no instance in which one could employ 
a universal copula. Far from being universal, then, it would be inapplicable. 
The substitutional copula view does have a universal copula, unlike the non- 
substitutional view. 


°l For a recent defense of the strategy of this section, see Labooy (2019). 
°? I discuss this qua strategy at length in Pawl (2016d, 143-150). 
°3 T discuss these views in depth in Pawl (2016d, 143—150). 
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Both the substitutional view and the non-substitutional view, were they 
employed, have a shared cost. Each would require a modification in our 
standard logical formulation of arguments. For standard formulation of logic 
has no means of demarcating various copulas. 

Additional adverbial solutions to the Fundamental Problem are rare in the 
contemporary discussion.”* One instance of a different sort of adverbial solu- 
tion comes from Bohn (2012), who distinguishes, not between humanly and 
divinely had predicates, but between merely, fundamentally, and essentially 
true propositions. 


7.4.4 Modifying the Predicate 


The fourth understanding of the “qua” modifier takes it to modify the 
predicate of the assertion: Christ is impassible-qua-divine.”” The “qua” 
serves to disambiguate the different predicates involved in the assertions. 
The opponent of the Fundamental Problem who prefers this strategy will 
claim that while it is true that “passible” and “impassible” cannot be apt of 
Christ at the same time in the same respect, such is not what her Christology 
requires. Christ isn’t both “passible” and “impassible”; Christ is “passible- 
qua-human” and “impassible-qua-divine.” While “passible” and “impass- 
ible” are contradictories on this solution to the Fundamental Problem, there’s 
no good reason to think that “passible-qua-human” and “impassible-qua- 
divine” are. Thus, this view of the predicates required of Christ does not 
predicate allegedly incompatible predicates of Christ. Again, Premise 5* of 
the Fundamental Problem is false. 

This final “qua” strategy subdivides between a substitutional and a non- 
substitutional conception of the qua-relativized predicates. Are there various 
predicates — passible-qua-human, passible-qua-dog, passible-qua-cat, etc.? Or 
is there just one relational predicate — passible-qua-x, where one can substitute 
any kind term for x? Each version of the strategy has its own benefits and costs. 

The non-substitutional qua modifying of the predicates yields some counter- 
intuitive results. For instance, the word “animal” cannot be used univocally of 
both dogs and humans. For humans are really animals-qua-human, and dogs are 
really animals-qua-canine. And no human is anything qua-canine, neither is any 
dog anything qua-human. So there is no shared term to use here for both dogs 
and humans. That’s surprising. 


°4 Distinctions in ways of being are less rare, however. See, for instance, McDaniel (2017). 

95 | discuss this version of the qua strategy at length in Pawl (2016d, 129-143). See Gorman (2014; 
2016; 2017, chap. 6) and Labooy (2019) for a recent sympathetic discussion of these “qua” 
clause strategies. 
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The proponent of the view under discussion here should fight the urge to 
reason as follows: “I am an animal-qua-human, so I am an animal full stop. 
Similar reasoning shows that Fido is an animal full stop. So, there is a shared 
term.” Such reasoning — from the qua-modified predicate to the qua-unadorned 
predicate — would cause problems elsewhere. For, if generalized, we could do 
the same with the predicates correctly said of Christ, in which case we are back 
to passible and impassible being said of Christ full stop in the same respect. 

A second problem the non-substitutional qua modifying of predicates faces 
are predicates that are not apt of Christ in virtue of either nature alone, as 
discussed in Section 5.2. For instance, Christ is “two-natured.” But he is not 
two-natured-qua-human, and he isn’t two-natured-qua-divine. How does one 
explain the qua modification of predicates here? 

One thing that could be done is a restricting of which predicates get 
qua modified. Maybe animal and two-natured don’t get modified. One hopes 
that the reasoning in determining which to modify is something more than 
merely cataloging the ones that cause problems, then labeling those as the 
modified ones. One would want a principle here, to safeguard against it being 
ad hoc. 

The substitutional qua modifying of the predicates fares better with univocal 
predication across mundane cases. For both I and the dog are animal-qua- 
something. That something is different in each case, but the same predicate is 
apt of each of us. Similarly, parent-of-someone can be said of both me and many 
of my readers, even if it isn’t the same someone in all but one case (that is, 
supposing that my wife ever reads this Element). The substitutionary qua modi- 
fication of the predicates will still need some means by which to claim that 
Christ is two-natured, but not two-natured due to either nature alone. It will still 
require some principle for determining which predicates get modified and 
which do not. 


7.5 Response 4: Revise the Truth Conditions 
of the Predicates in Question 


Consider a final response. It accepts standard logic and the claim that Christ is, 
at the same time, and in the same respects, both passible and impassible, unlike 
all the other previous responses. It takes as its target Premise 3 (or 3*) of the 
argument: that nothing can be both passible and impassible at the same time, in 
the same respect. 

If we understand passibility and impassibility as related to each other as 
logical complements — P and ~P — then it is clear that nothing can be both 
passible and impassible. For to be both would be to imply the truth of 
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a contradiction, and we are supposing here that no contradictions are true. But 
what if they were related, not as contradictories, but as subcontraries? That is to 
say, what if they can both be apt of a thing, but it is false that they can both be 
inapt of a thing? I’ve presented the logic in detail elsewhere (Pawl 2014a; 
2016d, chap. 7). Here I summarize it. 

To see the distinction between contradictories and subcontraries, consider 
where the negation goes in the analysis of the predicate “impassible.” Is to be 
impassible not to be able to be causally affected, with the negation on the 
outside, at the beginning of the analysis? Or does the negation go on the inside, 
for instance, by saying that to be impassible is to have a nature that is not able 


to be causally affected’’° 


Understood in this second way, provided that one 
person has two natures, where one such nature can be causally affected and the 
other cannot be causally affected, then that one person can fulfill the condi- 
tions required for being both passible and impassible at the same time. 
Provided that everything has at least one nature (Christ alone, on traditional 
Christianity, has more than one), that nature will be either causally affectable 
or not. So everything will be either passible or impassible, and it is possible for 
one thing — a two-natured person — to be both. In other words, the predicates 
“passible” and “impassible” will be related as subcontraries, as defined in the 
previous paragraph. Is Christ passible? Yes; he has a nature that can be 
causally affected, and that’s what’s required to be passible. Is Christ impass- 
ible? Yes; he has a nature that cannot be causally affected, and that’s what’s 
required to be impassible. Both terms are truthfully predicated of the one 
person Jesus Christ. 

In what sense are these terms said in the same respect of Christ? Well, 
“passible” is said in exactly the same way it is said of me. And “impass- 
ible” is said in exactly the same way it is said of the Holy Spirit. And 
neither I nor the Holy Spirit is both impassible and passible, owing to the 
fact that each of us has but one nature, and no one-natured thing could 
fulfill the conditions required for being both passible and impassible. 
Those two predicates would imply a contradiction were they both said of 
me. Given that they are contradictory when said of one-natured me, they 
must be said in the same respect of me. But they are said in those very 
same respects of Christ as they would be of me. So they are said in the 
same respect of Christ as well. 

This view too faces some objections. It requires us to understand natures such 
that they can be causally affected. Such a notion of natures is contested. That 


°% This is an old distinction. Gabriel Biel (died 1495) used exactly this strategy to solve the 
Fundamental Problem; see Pawl (2019a, 442-447). 
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said, one finds such an understanding in the councils, where, as we saw in 
Section 4.1.3, Christ’s human nature is said to hang on a cross.” 


7.6 Conclusion 


This section has discussed the Fundamental Problem of Christology — the 
question of how one thing could be both God and human, since, as God, he 
must have certain features, and, as human, have apparently contradictory 
features. For ease of explication, the section focused on one pair of features — 
impassibility and passibility — though the intent was to generalize to other 
features. The section canvassed four types of response, many subdivided 
further. 

First, one might revise standard logic. This can be done by swapping absolute 
identity for relative identity. Or it can be done by rejecting the universal 
applicability of logical inference (as Luther does) or by accepting universal 
applicability but rejecting the validity of some classical inference forms, as 
Beall does. 

Second, one might deny some of the worrisome predicates of Christ. Perhaps 
he isn’t really impassible. Or perhaps he isn’t really ignorant. Or perhaps he has 
both allegedly contradictory predicates apt of him, but he doesn’t have them apt 
of him at the same time. In any case, this suite of strategies takes its defining 
feature to be denying some predicate of Christ, either at a time or categorically. 

Third, one might accept standard logic, accept that the worrisome pairs of 
predicates are both apt (true) of Christ at the same time, but deny that they are 
true in the same respect. This move is typically made with the use of “qua” 
clauses. One must ask: how does the “qua” work? I provided four ways of 
understanding it. The “qua” clause could modify the whole assertion, modify 
the subject of the assertion, modify the copula, or modify the predicate. The first 
and last two methods further subdivide. 

Fourth and finally, one might accept standard logic, accept the worrisome 
pairs of predicates are true of Christ at the same time, in the same respect, but 
deny that the worrisome predicate pairs are inconsistent. To do this, one could 
revise one’s understanding of the predicate pairs so that they are subcontraries, 
each apt of a thing in virtue of some nature it has. Given that Christ has two 
natures, he (and only he, on traditional Christian doctrine) is in a position to 
satisfy both apparently contradictory predicates. Those predicates are inconsist- 
ent for all one-natured other things. 


°7 For more on this robust notion of the human nature, see Pawl (2016d, 227-231; 2019b, 29-30; 
2020). 
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Each method has its own costs and benefits, which I have only gestured 
toward here, while providing references to fuller discussions in the footnotes. 


8 Conclusion 


This Element has canvassed the current philosophical work on the doctrine of 
the Incarnation, the Christian view that God the Son assumed a human nature, 
and so became human. It focused on the metaphysical aspects of the traditional 
doctrine as espoused in the ecumenical councils of the first eight centuries of the 
Christian community, prior to the Great Schism. 

The goal of this Element has been to present the content of Conciliar 
Christology, the main philosophical objection to that doctrine, and the most 
common responses to that objection. My hope is that the reader can use this 
information, along with the copious footnotes, to investigate the doctrine of the 
Incarnation more deeply. 
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